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THE ROLE OF MENTORING IN THE PREPARATION 
OF CHURCH PLANTERS OF REPRODUCING CHURCHES 
 
by 
D. Keith Cowart 
 
This descriptive study utilized a qualitative methodology to explore the variety of ways in 
which successful church planters are mentored for the purpose of planting churches. The 
research consisted of interviews with sixteen church planters who had been mentored and 
had planted at least one reproducing church. The findings revealed that subjects viewed 
their mentoring relationships as a key component in their preparation for church planting 
and an important factor in their decision to plant a reproducing church. Findings related 
to the form, nature, and practice of mentoring largely supported a conceptual framework 
that emerged from the review of relevant literature.
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CHAPTER 1 
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 
Understanding the Problem 
In 1990, C. Peter Wagner proclaimed church planting to be the “single most 
effective evangelistic methodology under heaven” (11). To support his claim, Wagner 
demonstrated that over the previous four decades, every growing denomination in 
America had placed great emphasis on church planting. Conversely, declining 
denominations during that same period had largely neglected church planting (7-16).  
The history of the Free Methodist Church stands as an interesting case study in 
support of Wagner’s claim. In its first forty years (1860-1900), the Free Methodist 
Church started 944 new churches (an average of almost twenty-four per year). By 1980, 
that number had grown to only 1,080 (an average increase of less than two churches per 
year). Clearly, the denomination had settled in a maintenance mode. The result was an 
eighty-year plateau in growth (Ellis, How to Plant 13). 
In response to this discouraging trend, the denomination made a critical shift in its 
focus in 1985. The Board of Bishops issued a challenge to the denomination to let a 
“New Day” begin. The “New Day” initiative called on Free Methodists everywhere to 
reclaim their evangelistic priority in keeping with Christ’s command to make disciples of 
all nations. At the heart of the initiative were the following two objectives and two 
numerical goals: 
The first objective: We purpose, under God, that by the year 2000 the Free 
Methodist Church will be in the vanguard of the evangelical movement 
and a leading spokesman for the New Testament message of holiness in 
faith and life as represented by the Wesleyan tradition. 
   The second objective: We purpose, under God, to consolidate with 
renewed vigor our considerable strengths and resources in order to 
increase our evangelistic impact and redemptive influence in the world. 
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We believe God would be pleased to make us a dynamic world movement, 
and His instrument to proclaim and demonstrate the power of grace to heal 
both individuals and whole nations.  
   The two goals directly related to evangelism in the Free Methodist 
Church of North America are as follows: 
   1. Have a total of 125,000 members in North America by the year 2000, 
tripling the growth rate of the past decade. 
   2. Have 1,000 new church plantings in North America by the year 2000. 
This would be an average of 67 new churches planted each year. (Ellis, 
Strategizing 2-3) 
By 1997, the “New Day” had evolved into more than mere goals and objectives. 
The Board of Bishops introduced a “New Day Document” that outlined a comprehensive 
strategy for reforming the denomination (see Figure 1.1). This document identified the 
non-negotiables, leadership initiatives, and desired outcomes of the denomination. The 
third entry under desired outcomes reads as follows: “Every local church a reproducing 
congregation” (Haskins, James, Krober, and Snyder, “New Day”). With this statement, 
the Free Methodist Church was clearly reaffirming its fundamental commitment to 
planting new churches  
In that same year, my wife and I inquired about the possibility of starting one of 
those new churches. We were nearing the end of an intensive year of study and had 
reached the conclusion that God’s call on our lives was to plant a new church. Following 
several interviews and a comprehensive assessment, the Free Methodist Church 
commissioned us to start a new church in Columbus, Georgia. 
In 1999, I was asked to serve as district leader over the Georgia District. This 
district was one of the smallest in the denomination, consisting of only four churches. I 
soon learned that one of the key expectations of a district leader was to cast vision and 
provide leadership for the development of a strategy for church planting within the 
district. In fact, one Free Methodist Bishop had gone so far as to say that any district 
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Figure 1.1 
1997 “New Day” Document 
~ A New Day ~ 
United in Mission; Together in Harvest 
The mission of the Free Methodist Church is to make known to all people everywhere 
God's call to wholeness through forgiveness and holiness in Jesus Christ and to invite 
into membership and equip for ministry all who respond in faith. 
1. The chart below represents the Board of Bishops’ commitment to placing 
mission ahead of method.  
2. Responsibility for leadership in achieving the desired outcomes rests with the 
pastor.  
3. Below are expressed the parameters and outcomes expected in every Free 
Methodist Church.  
Non-Negotiables Leadership Initiatives Desired Outcomes 
1. May not live in 
violation of 
Scripture. 
2. May not live in 
violation of the 
Articles of Religion, 
the membership 
covenant, or the 
mission of the Free 
Methodist Church. 
3. May not live in 
violation of 
ordination vows. 
4. May not lead the 
church in ways that 
detract from our 
mission. 
Pastors and churches are 
free to strategize and 
minister in ways which 
produce the desired 
outcomes. 
1. Every local church a 
worshiping community. 
2. Every local church an 
enfolding congregation 
producing discipled, 
growing, holy people. 
3. Every local church a 
reproducing 
congregation. 
4. Every local church 
regularly reaching the 
lost for Christ. 
5. Every local church 
engaging in our world 
missionary movement. 
6. Every local church 
ministering to the poor 
and disenfranchised. 
7. Every local church 
bringing structures into 
the service of its 
mission. 
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leader who lacked the vision, ability, or time to accomplish this task should step aside in 
favor of one who could accomplish it (Mannoia, Church Planting 23). Clearly, I was 
being asked to use my experience as a church planter to expand the work of church 
planting in our district.  
Another important aspect of the denomination’s vision was the intended role of 
the local church in the overall strategy of church planting. Denominational leaders 
targeted local churches, not districts or conferences, as the primary agents in starting new 
churches (Ellis, Strategizing 5; Mannoia, Church Planting 45). Conferences and districts 
were expected to cast vision, create an environment conducive to church planting, and 
develop strategic plans for church planting, but local churches were expected to play the 
primary role by adopting a “reproduction” mindset (see Desired Outcome #3 in Figure 
1.1). In fact, a direct challenge was given to every Free Methodist church to “extend the 
Kingdom of God by starting new churches” (Ellis, Strategizing 5). Likewise, pastors of 
both new church plants and established churches were challenged to consider ways in 
which they could personally invest time and energy into the training of church planters 
(10-11). Thus, the role of the local pastor was identified as a critical one. 
As the denomination neared its target year of 2000, the 1999 State of the Work 
Report from the Board of Bishops revealed that the denomination was far from reaching 
its “New Day” goals. Average worship attendance had increased 13 percent over the 
previous decade, but overall membership (-3 percent) and total number of churches (-10 
percent) had actually decreased; nevertheless, the denomination’s commitment to church 
planting had made an impact on the church. The bishops noted, “It is our larger churches 
and new church plants that have become the primary source of our growth” (Haskins, 
James, Krober, Snyder, “1999 State of the Work”). These positive signs have led to an 
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even greater commitment to the “New Day” vision.  
It should be noted, however, that significant challenges stand in the way of the 
realization of that vision. Almost two-thirds of the new churches planted in the past 
fifteen years have already failed. That failure rate raises serious questions about the 
effectiveness of the current church planting strategies. Furthermore, the denomination has 
not seen a significant increase in church multiplications—that is, local churches that have 
reproduced themselves by planting at least one other new church. Thus, the 
denominational vision of seeing local churches take the primary responsibility for 
planting new churches has not become a reality.1  
As a district leader and local church pastor in the Free Methodist Church, I am 
inspired by the vision of our denominational leaders. I am also challenged by the 
magnitude of the task before us. Clearly, we have a long way to go to become the kind of 
growing and reproducing church we hope to be. One key to realizing that hope is the role 
of the local church pastor. If new churches are to be planted in great numbers, local 
church pastors will have to pave the way by leading their churches to invest critical 
resources in the area of church planting. In 1989, The Department of Evangelism and 
Church Growth offered several possible ways pastors and churches could aid in church 
planting: 
1. Pastors of established churches [could] train interns and commission 
the interns to provide leadership to a daughter church or churches. 
2. Use catalytic church planters who have had successful church planting 
experiences to train new planters in a month or two of supervised 
ministry. 
3. Pastor-operators who are primarily comfortable in established 
churches could be retrained to become organizers and entrepreneurs 
                                                
1 These figures and conclusions were derived from approximations in an on-going research project on 
the church planting efforts of the Free Methodist Church. Superintendent Robert Bedford, a member of the 
research reflection team, supported them. 
  Cowart  6   
 
who accept new challenges and assume the leadership in starting a 
new church. 
4. We need to understand the performance profile for effective church 
planters and the gift-mix needed for a successful church planting 
project. A team effort is often the most effective approach. (Ellis, 
Strategizing 11) 
 
Each of those possibilities remains; however, some important questions must be 
answered if they are to become more than dreams. What knowledge, skills, and values 
are needed to equip pastors for the planting of new churches? How can leaders at the 
conference and district level contribute to the training of church planters by empowering 
pastors of existing churches to train them? What is the best format for training new 
church planters? How can we attain a reasonable degree of certainty that the quality of 
training will lead to successful church plants that are healthy enough to reproduce?  
When experts in the field of church planting address the issue of training and 
equipping church planters, they often point to the value of mentoring in its various forms 
(Logan and Cole; Mannoia, Church Planting; Ogne and Nebel). Mentoring appeals to 
church leaders because it reflects the methods of Jesus and other biblical leaders, is 
comprehensive in its focus (concerned with the whole person), and is an effective means 
of training persons for specific tasks. The challenge of employing the practice of 
mentoring in the training of church planters is two-fold. First, mentoring is a complex 
discipline that is not easy to define or describe. Second, while the body of literature in the 
general field of mentoring is substantial, very little of it addresses the peculiar issues of 
church planting. For these reasons, the focus of this study will be to explore the role of 
mentoring in the development of church planters in order to lead to a clearer 
understanding of how mentoring fits into an overall strategy of church planting. 
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Biblical and Theological Foundations 
As understood traditionally, mentoring is rooted in relationship. A survey of 
definitions from notable writers on the subject clearly points to the primacy of the 
relationship that exists between mentor and protégé over the various functions and 
activities of mentoring (Anderson and Shannon 40; Biehl 19; Gehrke 43; Hendricks and 
Hendricks and Hendricks 158; Smith 95; Stanley and Clinton 33). Levinson et al. said 
simply, “Mentoring is a form of loving relationship” (100). 
For Christians, the doctrine of the Trinity lays the foundation for a proper 
understanding of the priority of relationship. The Trinity, particularly as understood in the 
writings of such trinitarian theologians as Colin Gunton and John Zizioulas,2 reveals that 
the very nature of God is defined by the relationship that exists among the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit. To quote Gunton, 
God is no more than what the Father, Son and Spirit give to and receive 
from each other in the inseparable communion that is the outcome of their 
love. Communion is the meaning [original emphasis] of the word [God]: 
there is no “being” of God other than this dynamic of persons in relation. 
(10) 
This understanding of the nature of God has profound implications for our 
conception, as human beings, of what it means to be created in the image of God. Though 
admittedly complex, creation in the image of God is rooted in the dynamic of 
relationship. Since the essence of “God” is the community of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, to be made in the image of God means that human beings are created for 
community. This conclusion is supported by the biblical record itself: “Then God said, 
‘Let us [emphasis mine] make man in our [emphasis mine] image, in our likeness’” (Gen. 
                                                
2 Drawing on the influence of the Cappadocian Fathers, Gunton and Zizioulas are representative of 
those theologians who reflect a more Eastern understanding of the Trinity. 
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1:26). 
In what sense, though, does community characterize creation in the image of 
God? After surveying the many possibilities, Claus Westermann concludes that creation 
in the image of God points to the necessity of the human-divine relationship. He explains, 
“The relationship to God is not something which is added to human existence; humans 
are created in such a way that their very existence is intended to be their relationship to 
God” (158). Thus, Westermann emphasizes the vertical element of community. Creation 
in the image of God is what makes the divine-human relationship possible. 
Stanley Grenz, following the lead of Barth, challenges Westermann’s position by 
insisting that creation in the image of God also involves a horizontal element. He 
explains,  
Because God is “community”—the fellowship shared among the Father, 
Son, and Spirit—the creation of humankind in the divine image must be 
related to humans in fellowship with each other. God’s own character can 
only be mirrored by humans who love after the manner of the perfect love 
which lies at the heart of the triune God. (79) 
The creation story of Genesis highlights the significance of the horizontal 
element. The first “not good” in Scripture appears when God responds to Adam’s 
isolation (Gen. 2:18). God’s solution is to create a “helper” suitable for him. Particularly 
meaningful is the fact that God’s initiative to provide Adam with a helper occurred within 
the context of an unbroken and completely harmonious relationship between God and 
Adam. God’s action reveals that human beings need the mutual relationships of equals, as 
well as a subordinate relationship with God.  
Zizioulas balances the vertical and horizontal elements of community when he 
characterizes creation in the image of God as a “way of being” that is rooted in 
relationships. He explains, “It is a way of relationship with the world, with other people 
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and with God, an event of communion, and that is why it cannot be realized as the 
achievement of an individual” (15). In the end, then, both vertical and horizontal 
relationships contribute to our understanding of creation in the image of God. 
 This emphasis on the communal nature of the Trinity stands in contrast to the 
traditional understanding of the Trinity in the Western church. Heavily influenced by 
Augustine, the church in the West has tended to emphasize the “one-ness” of God over 
the “three-ness” of God. The result has been a more individualistic understanding of 
creation in the image of God that emphasizes the separate self over the relational self. As 
a result, “relationships have not been understood to be essential to personhood. They may 
be necessary for the growth and expression of true personhood, but persons can exist 
apart from relationships” (Seamands 6).  
Significantly, Augustine did not deny the importance of the relationship between 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. What he argued, however, was that these relationships 
do not reflect the true nature of God. Something else, the substance of God, underlies or 
supports the three persons of the Trinity and defines God’s true nature (Gunton 42-43). 
This stands in stark contrast with the view of Zizioulas, who writes, “The substance of 
God, ‘God,’ has no ontological content, no true being, apart from communion” (17). 
The preceding overview of trinitarian theology clearly reveals that our 
understanding of the Trinity has a profound impact on our understanding of the human 
self. Not quite so obvious is the fact that it also affects the way we understand the world 
around us. Gunton observes,  
All true human giving and receiving of love, all the arts and crafts and 
industry that effect a liberating human dominion over the creation, in a 
word all truly human action in relation to other people and the world, are 
finite echoes, achieved through the Father’s gift of himself in the Son and 
the Spirit, of the giving and receiving that Father, Son and Spirit are in 
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eternity. (206) 
Once we understand this important insight, it becomes clear that relationships are 
not merely an appendage to human experience. They are, in the language of Zizioulas, 
God’s “way of being.” Thus, when Jesus launched his ministry by choosing disciples, it 
was more than a good strategy for reaching the world. It was a reflection of the relational 
nature of God. Likewise, when the three thousand converts of Jerusalem converged to 
form a fellowship of believers (Acts 2:42-47), the result was more than a practical 
organization; it was a community that reflected the nature of a triune God. When John 
said, “Anyone who claims to be in the light but hates his brother is still in the darkness” 
(1 John 2:9), he was not simply stating a moral ideal. He was reflecting the Christian 
understanding that human relationships are deeply rooted in the human-divine 
relationship. 
The doctrine of the Trinity is foundational for the practice of mentoring because 
the essence of mentoring is a loving relationship. Though other kinds of helping 
relationships are also beneficial, the particular strength of mentoring is that the 
relationship between a mentor and protégé is fundamental to the learning process, not just 
an optional byproduct. In this way, mentoring reflects God’s “way of being.”  
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the proposed study was to explore the variety of ways in which 
successful church planters are mentored for the purpose of planting new churches. In 
particular, the research sought to gain an understanding of the various forms mentoring 
relationships take, the nature of those relationships, and the various functions and 
activities associated with them. The following questions guided the research. 
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Research Questions 
1.  Who are the individuals or groups church planters identify as their mentors in 
church planting? 
2.  How do church planters characterize their relationships with their various 
mentors? 
3.  What do church planters identify as the most helpful elements of their 
mentoring relationships? 
4.  What is the relationship between mentoring and the planting of reproducing 
congregations? 
Definitions 
The purpose statement for this study contains three important terms that need to 
be defined more clearly: mentoring, church planter, and success. 
Mentoring 
The last two decades have seen a flood of new studies on the subject of 
mentoring. One consequence of this increased interest in the subject has been a dilution 
of the meaning of the term (Daloz, Mentor xxiii). Thus, contemporary writers in the field 
may refer to almost any kind of helping relationship as a mentoring relationship, even 
one in which a personal relationship does not exist (i.e., an author to a reader). This view 
represents a significant departure from the traditional model of mentoring, which is 
exemplified in a close, personal relationship between an older and wiser mentor and a 
younger and eager-to-learn protégé. 
The broader, contemporary understanding of mentoring is best reflected in 
Stanley and Clinton’s book, Connecting: The Mentoring Relationships You Need to 
Succeed in Life. They describe eight types of mentoring relationships that reflect varying 
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degrees of intensity and personal involvement (41). The eight types are grouped into 
three categories. The first category consists of the most intensive kinds of mentoring 
relationships: discipler, spiritual guide, and coach. The second category consists of 
mentoring relationships that are occasional in nature. They are the counselor, teacher, and 
sponsor. These relationships may or may not involve a personal relationship. The final 
category is described as passive mentoring and consists of impersonal mentoring 
relationships. These relationships may be contemporary or historical in nature and come 
in the form of such things as books, seminars, and conferences. 
Stanley and Clinton’s classification is helpful because it demonstrates the current 
reality that mentoring relationships may take many forms and may vary in degrees of 
intensity. While the more intensive types of mentoring hold the greatest benefit, the 
authors point out that such relationships are not always practical or possible in the 
contemporary setting. Thus, they encourage creative ways of thinking about mentoring 
and how such relationships may be developed. 
At the same time, two inherent weaknesses exist in the Stanley-Clinton model for 
one attempting to distinguish mentoring from other helping relationships. First, when 
Stanley and Clinton speak of eight “types” of mentoring relationships, they imply that 
mentoring is more one-dimensional than it really is. Most writers in the field would refer 
to their first six “types” as roles or functions that are typically found in a mentoring 
relationship. Thus, the Stanley-Clinton model does not deal sufficiently with the 
comprehensive nature of mentoring relationships. Second, their model diminishes the 
importance of a personal relationship between the mentor and protégé. In their 
classification, only in the first category (discipler, spiritual guide, coach) is a personal 
relationship essential to the mentoring process. In both these regards, Stanley and Clinton 
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depart from the traditional understanding of the nature of mentoring.  
In the present study, a balance was sought between the more narrowly defined, 
traditional understanding of mentoring and the broader Stanley-Clinton model. Drawing 
from tradition, the existence of a personal relationship was determined to be essential. 
Beyond this basic requirement, however, significant latitude was given in order to 
identify the individuals or groups that church planters identified as their mentors.  
Church Planter 
A church planter was determined to be any pastor who took primary responsibility 
for starting a new church and assuming primary leadership of that church. Excluded, for 
example, were pastors who assisted in the starting of a “satellite” church in which the 
pastor of the sponsoring church maintained authority over the new church. 
Success 
Because of the Free Methodist interest in the planting of reproducing churches, a 
successful church planter was defined as one who had planted a reproducing church. A 
reproducing church is one that has played a primary role in the planting of another 
church. 
Methodology 
The purpose of the proposed study was to explore the variety of ways in which 
successful church planters are mentored for the purpose of planting new churches. This 
study was an exploratory study in the descriptive mode that utilized a qualitative, rather 
than a quantitative, methodology. The study utilized a researcher-designed questionnaire 
and semi-structured interview protocol to gather information from up to thirty church 
planters. The interview questions were derived from a conceptual framework that arose 
from the study of relevant literature. The purpose was not to impose the framework on 
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the subjects and their mentors but to use it as a guide for exploring various aspects of 
these real-world relationships. 
Subjects 
The population for the study consisted of sixteen pastors from a variety of church 
backgrounds. Though the context of the study is rooted in the Free Methodist Church, the 
subjects were not drawn exclusively from the Free Methodist Church for three reasons. 
First, the Free Methodist Church could not at that time supply a sufficient number of 
subjects who met the required standards. Second, the leadership climate of the Free 
Methodist Church was characterized by a willingness to learn from a wide range of 
sources within the evangelical church. This openness to other traditions grew out of a 
commitment to placing the kingdom of God before the denomination. Finally, 
interviewing a diverse subject base allowed for a stronger study with greater 
generalizability.  
The interview subjects were identified with the help of the following individuals 
and organizations: Robert Bedford, superintendent of the Atlantic South Conference of 
the Free Methodist Church; Steve Fitch, superintendent of the Southern California 
Conference of the Free Methodist Church; Bob Logan, President of Church Smart 
resources and widely recognized authority in the field of church planting; Ralph Moore, a 
church planter and conference speaker from the Foursquare denomination; Dave Travis, 
associate of Leadership Network; and Bob Lane, church planting coach and consultant. 
Instrumentation 
The study employed the use of two researcher-designed instruments. The first was 
a questionnaire used for the following purposes: (1) to gather background information, 
(2) to schedule the interview, (3) to prepare the subject for the interview, and (4) to deal 
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with issues of confidentiality. The second instrument was a semi-structured interview 
protocol consisting of twenty-six questions. Both instruments were pretested by a 
Research reflection team consisting of my district superintendent and several district 
leaders of the Free Methodist Church. Following the collection of data, The Ethnograph 
was used to analyze the data. 
Data Collection 
The data was qualitative in nature and collected by means of a semi-structured 
interview. The interview was conducted by telephone, recorded, and then transcribed 
verbatim. The data was then analyzed and sorted into categories. Broad categories were 
informed by the conceptual framework, but I remained open to new or more specific 
categories suggested by the interviews.  
Delimitations and Generalizability 
Because the subjects came from a wide range of church backgrounds, the findings 
may hold value for pastors and church planters outside the Free Methodist Church. 
However, because the study was conducted under the supervision of and within the 
context of the Free Methodist Church, the findings are particularly useful to pastors and 
church planters in the Free Methodist Church. 
Overview of the Study 
Chapter 2 consists of a review of selected literature pertinent to the study. This 
review explores biblical examples of mentoring, insights from learning theory, 
contemporary works on mentoring theory, and church planting models that employ 
mentoring.  In Chapter 3, a detailed explanation of the research project is presented. 
Chapter 4 presents the findings of the study. Chapter 5 concludes the study with a 
summation of the interpretations, conclusions, and implications of the findings. 
  Cowart  16   
 
CHAPTER 2   
REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 
“Mentor” first appears in Homer’s epic poem The Odyssey. In the myth, 
Odysseus, a great warrior, asks his old and trusted friend, Mentor, to look after his 
household while he goes off to fight in Troy. In particular, Mentor is to serve as guardian 
and tutor of Odysseus’ son, Telemachus. In time, Telemachus, accompanied by Mentor, 
sets out to find and reunite with his father. At various points in the journey, Athena, 
goddess of wisdom who presides over arts and skillfulness, manifests herself in the 
person of Mentor. Thus, Mentor is seen as wisdom personified as he guides young 
Telemachus into manhood. 
Drawing on the mythical figure of Mentor, the traditional understanding of 
mentoring has involved a relationship between a younger, less experienced person and an 
older, more experienced person in which the older wisely guides the younger through 
some significant transition in life. While this understanding is still influential today, the 
flood of new books on mentoring over the last two decades has greatly broadened the 
concept. Today, the term mentoring might be used to describe any number of helping 
relationships (Daloz, Mentor xxii-xxiv). Thus, some confusion has emerged over what 
precisely constitutes a mentoring relationship. In light of that confusion, one of the goals 
of this review is to arrive at a definition of mentoring that will facilitate the purposes of 
the study. 
Another goal of the review is to gain a comprehensive understanding of the nature 
and practice of mentoring in order to establish a conceptual framework for the research. 
To that end, the review will begin with an examination of mentoring relationships found 
in the Bible. That section will be followed by a review of relevant studies in the area of 
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learning theory. The longest section will be devoted to contemporary writings on 
mentoring from both a Christian and secular viewpoint. A fourth section will be devoted 
to church planting literature in which the role of mentoring is considered. Finally, a brief 
section will provide an overview of literature associated with qualitative research and the 
use of interviews as a research instrument. 
Mentoring in the Bible 
The theological foundation for this study lies in the doctrine of the Trinity. 
Because God’s “way of being” is rooted in relationships, all of creation reflects his 
relational nature. It is not surprising, then, to discover in Scripture that God’s way of 
training and equipping people is also rooted in relationships. The following examples 
from the Old and New Testaments are representative of the kind of relationships that 
reflect elements of mentoring. 
Old Testament 
Most works on mentoring from a Christian viewpoint give only a cursory 
treatment of mentoring in the Old Testament; nevertheless, the accounts themselves offer 
valuable insights for our understanding of mentoring from a biblical perspective. The 
following mentoring relationships will be examined: Jethro and Moses, Moses and 
Joshua, Eli and Samuel, Samuel and Saul, Samuel and David, Elijah and Elisha, and 
Jehoida and Joash. 
Jethro and Moses. In Exodus 18, Moses found himself in a difficult position. 
Having delivered the people of Israel out of Egypt, Moses now took on sole 
responsibility for passing judgment over the disputes of almost two million people 
(Hendricks and Hendricks, 144). Fortunately, Moses’ father-in-law, Jethro, saw the 
disastrous potential of such an endeavor and intervened. He taught Moses the principle of 
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delegation by encouraging him to choose trustworthy men who could serve under his 
authority as area judges over all but the most difficult disputes (Exod. 18:13-27).  
Jethro, though, was more than the brains behind Israel’s judicial system. He was a 
mentor to Moses in a number of ways. First, his actions demonstrated a genuine concern 
for Moses’ well-being. Moses’ health, not the efficiency of the system, was the motive 
behind Jethro’s advice. Second, Jethro served as counselor and confidant to Moses. That 
Moses held great respect for Jethro is evident in his quick response to Jethro’s advice. 
Finally, Jethro served as a teacher by giving Moses not only a detailed description of his 
plan but also the parameters around which Moses should carry out the plan.  
Moses and Joshua. Years later, the roles were reversed for Moses. The people of 
Israel were finally ready to enter the Promised Land, but Moses would not be the one to 
lead them. God had decreed that no one who left Egypt except Joshua and Caleb would 
enter Canaan, not even Moses. Of the two, Joshua was chosen as Moses’ successor. This 
was no random choice. The relationship between Moses and Joshua had been forged over 
many years of serving together.  
Joshua had previously served as an aid, or assistant, to Moses (Exod. 24:13; Deut. 
1:38). In this position, Joshua gained Moses confidence, and when Moses needed twelve 
brave men to spy out the Promised Land, Joshua made the team (Num. 13). The faith and 
courage displayed by Joshua in this event reflects the influence of Moses in his life. 
Having spent so much time in the presence of this great man, Joshua took on many of his 
qualities and values. Not surprisingly, he became the natural choice to succeed Moses 
when the time came for the Hebrew people to enter the Promised Land.  
Moses mentored Joshua to the very end. When the time was drawing near for 
Joshua to take charge, Moses prepared him by first giving only a measure of authority 
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(Num. 27:20). This gradual process helped smooth the transition by allowing Joshua to 
assume a degree of leadership while still under the authority and care of Moses. Later, 
when the time for the full transition arrived, Moses propelled Joshua into leadership with 
strong words of encouragement and comfort (Deut. 31:6).  Finally, Moses helped make 
the transition a smooth one by validating Joshua’s leadership and blessing him before all 
the people (Deut. 31:7-8; 34:9).  
Eli and Samuel. In the book of 1 Samuel, the aging priest Eli served as a mentor 
to the young boy, Samuel. Though not an altogether positive example, their relationship 
still demonstrates important elements of the mentoring relationship. That Samuel 
“ministered under” Eli implies a formal apprenticeship, the most intense type of 
mentoring. Samuel lived with Eli (1 Sam. 1:21). Samuel worked daily at Eli’s side (1 
Sam. 2:11; 3:1). Finally, under Eli’s guidance, Samuel learned to recognize the voice of 
God (1 Sam. 3:2-10).  
Samuel, Saul and David. As an adult, Samuel served as a mentor to both Saul 
and David. He sought out both men and made their reigns possible by giving them his 
public blessing (1 Sam. 9 and 16). To Saul, he served as spiritual guide and counselor, 
though in this case the guidance and counsel was not generally positive in nature (1 Sam. 
13:8-14; 1 Sam. 15). Nevertheless, Samuel cared deeply for Saul in spite of Saul’s 
stubborn and rebellious heart (1 Sam. 15:35). For David, Samuel was a refuge of safety 
and comfort (1 Sam. 19:18-24). Throughout his life, Samuel modeled for Saul and David 
a life of integrity and holiness before the Lord (1 Sam. 13:13-14; 15:12-23). That Saul 
failed miserably while David became Israel’s greatest king is a humble reminder that a 
mentor’s influence is great, but not without limits. 
Elijah and Elisha. Elijah and Elisha serve as one of the most moving examples 
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of a mentoring relationship in the Old Testament. Under God’s guidance, Elijah sought 
out Elisha and took him on as an attendant. The purpose was not to recruit an assistant 
but to raise up a successor (1 Kings 19:15-21). During Elijah’s last days, Elisha was 
always by his side. The biblical account characterizes the relationship between the two 
men as one of great loyalty (2 Kings 2:2-6) and deep love (2 Kings 2:11-12). Elijah 
displayed great concern for Elisha’s future well-being when his final words centered on 
assessing Elisha’s needs and counseling him regarding those needs (2 Kings 2:9-10). 
Finally, the success of Elijah’s tutoring is apparent when Elisha takes up Elijah’s robe 
and his mantle as prophet with the full acceptance of the people (2 Kings 2:13-15).  
Jehoida and Joash. The final relationship explored in the Old Testament is that 
of the priest Jehoida and King Joash. Jehoida was a central and pivotal figure in the life 
of Joash during the young king’s rise to power and growth into manhood. That Jehoida 
chose Joash’s two wives indicates that he served in the role of guardian (2 Chron. 24:3). 
That Joash turned to Jehoida when he had difficulties with the priests and Levites points 
to Jehoida’s role as confidant (2 Chron. 24:6). That Jehoida worked closely with Joash is 
evident in the fact that he was by the king’s side when the taxes (tithes) were collected 
for the repair of the temple, and he was present when the funds were disbursed to those 
who carried out the work (2 Chron. 24:12-14). In the final analysis, however, Jehoida’s 
death reveals the strength of his influence over Joash: “Joash did what was right in the 
eyes of the Lord all the years of Jehoida the priest” (2 Chron. 24:2), but he turned away 
from the Lord after Jehoida’s death (2 Chron. 24:17-25). 
Summary. These various relationships from the Old Testament highlight several 
key elements of the mentoring relationship: genuine personal concern, wise counsel, 
guidance, love, loyalty, teaching, delegating, encouraging, comforting, blessing, 
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sponsoring, working together, protecting, modeling, training, guarding, and passing the 
mantle of leadership. Equally important is the clear observation that the mentoring 
relationship is a complex one that varies greatly from one relationship to another. 
New Testament 
Compared with the Old Testament, the New Testament has drawn much more 
interest in the field of mentoring. This interest is probably due to two factors. First, the 
key mentoring relationships of the New Testament are more fully defined and illustrated. 
The second factor is the emphasis in the New Testament on the mission of Jesus Christ 
and his church. Particularly valuable is the fact that the writers of the New Testament 
describe not only the nature of the mission itself but also the training methods used to 
pave the way for that mission. In this regard, three figures are particularly significant: 
Jesus Christ, Barnabas, and Paul. 
The mentoring methods of Jesus. That Jesus used mentoring methods to train 
his disciples is not surprising. First, the relationally rich approach of mentoring strongly 
reflects the communal nature of God as understood in the Trinity. Second, mentoring was 
the chief means of instruction throughout the Old Testament and in Jesus’ day (Hendricks 
and Hendricks 17). In his book, Mentoring for Mission, Gunter Krallmann observes that 
by the time Jesus called his disciples, he would have experienced three different kinds of 
mentoring: parental, vocational, and religious. In each setting, the emphasis would have 
been on a highly relational and experiential approach to training (19-36).  
Of the many studies that have examined the training methods of Jesus, three are 
particularly noteworthy: A. B. Bruce’s, Training of the Twelve, Robert Coleman’s, The 
Master Plan of Evangelism, and though not quite as well known, Krallmann’s, Mentoring 
for Mission. The central idea in all three works is that Jesus adopted a master-apprentice 
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model for training in which the relationship took priority over the formal development of 
skills or the dissemination of information. Further, though the three authors use different 
terminology, they are generally consistent in identifying the major components of Jesus’ 
training strategy, much of which is exemplary of the mentoring method. 
First, Jesus concentrated on the development of a few individuals. Though he 
ministered to thousands and had a faithful following of hundreds, Jesus ultimately chose 
twelve men to be his disciples (Matt. 10:1-4; Mark 3:14-19). The Greek meaning of the 
word “disciple” is “pupil or learner” (Thayer’s). Jesus devoted the majority of his time 
with twelve “pupils” who observed their teacher in a variety of settings. Of the twelve, 
Jesus had an even more intimate relationship with an “inner circle” of three: Peter, James, 
and John (Mark 5:37; 9:2; 14:33).  
This principle of concentration was a central ingredient in Jesus’ training of the 
twelve (Coleman 24; Coppedge 112). By choosing to focus on the few rather than the 
many, Jesus demonstrated his understanding that the deepest level of training requires an 
investment of one’s life and that such an investment necessitates a limited number of 
relationships.  
Second, Jesus trained his disciples in an informal setting through shared life 
experiences. Mark says that Jesus called the twelve to “be with him” (Mark 3:14). To 
John and Andrew, he said, “Come and see” (John 1:39). Philip’s call was to “follow me” 
(John 1:43). In each case, Jesus was clearly calling his disciples to leave their old lives 
behind and begin a new life with him. Following Jesus was a daily experience in the 
informal classroom of life. In his presence, they ate, drank, talked, traveled, prayed, and 
ministered together. They attended weddings, funerals, and temple meetings together. 
The disciples observed as Jesus preached the gospel, healed the sick, cast out demons, 
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and reached out to both the privileged and the oppressed. Jesus instructed them, 
encouraged them, and chastised them. Coleman concludes, “He was his own school and 
curriculum” (38).  
Jesus’ purpose, then, was not to teach an abstract philosophy or a technical 
strategy. In his own words, Jesus wanted his disciple to “be like his teacher” (Luke 6:40). 
Coppedge calls this the “principle of life transference” (61). It involves the transference 
of knowledge, skill, and character through the combination of teaching and modeling that 
comes in a shared life experience (Krallmann 62).  
Third, when the time was right, Jesus gave his disciples the opportunity to 
practice what they were learning. One excellent example occurs in Matthew 10. Having 
been deeply moved by the sight of so many who were lost, Jesus called together his 
disciples and gave them authority to preach the gospel, to heal the sick, and to cast out 
demons. Significantly, Jesus had already modeled each of these elements many times 
before delegating them to His disciples. Thus, Bruce concludes that Jesus had a dual 
motivation in His mission: to reach the lost and to provide his disciples with a practical 
educational experience (99). In this way, the mission represented a turning point in the 
disciples’ relationship with Jesus. For more than a year, the disciples had done little more 
than watch their master at work, but now they were given the opportunity to internalize 
their educational experience by doing what they had already observed (Bruce 113; 
Coleman 83).  
Fourth, Jesus carefully supervised the work of his disciples. In Mark’s account of 
the disciples’ first mission, they returned to find Jesus waiting to hear about “all that they 
had heard and taught” (Mark 6:30). Thus, Jesus appears to have used a training strategy 
that alternated back and forth between teaching and application (Coleman 94). Another 
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excellent example of this strategy can be observed in the account of the disciples’ failure 
to cast a demon out of a young boy (Mark 9:14-29). Jesus first ministered to the boy, but 
then he retreated with his disciples to a private place where he explained to his disciples 
why they failed. Coleman comments on Jesus’ strategy: 
Here was on-the-job training at its best. Jesus would let his followers have 
some experience or make some observation of their own, and then He 
would use this as a starting point to teach a lesson of discipleship. The fact 
that they tried to do his work, even though they may have failed at it, gave 
them greater awareness of their deficiencies, and hence they were more 
disposed to the Master’s correction. Moreover, their encounter with life 
situations enabled Jesus to pinpoint his teaching upon specific needs and 
to spell it out in concrete terms of practical experience. (99) 
Finally, Jesus empowered his disciples for a ministry of their own. Though Jesus 
fulfilled his promise to send a “counselor”—the Holy Spirit—to remain with them, he 
nevertheless departed physically and released his disciples to carry on his mission. Jesus 
said his departure would result in even “greater works” by his disciples (John 14:12). 
This prediction and its fulfillment was made possible because Jesus chose not to build an 
entourage but to reproduce himself in the lives of his disciples. Empowerment was Jesus’ 
aim from the start. Leighton Ford comments on his method: 
He could have healed everybody. He chose not to. He could have preached 
forgiveness to everybody. He chose not to. He could have fed everybody. 
Instead, when the crowd tried to get him to go into the bakery business 
and multiply enough bread to feed the nation, he withdrew. His purpose 
was not to preach all the sermons, do all the miracles, right all the wrongs 
or solve all the problems. His purpose was to reproduce the life he had in 
himself from his Father, to recreate his own leadership in his chosen 
people. (200) 
In one sense, Jesus cannot be imitated in this regard. Only Jesus, through the Holy 
Spirit, can truly reproduce himself in the lives of his disciples; nevertheless, Jesus’ 
method of investing himself in the lives of others and then empowering them for ministry 
serves as an exemplary model of the mentoring process. Krallmann comments, “The 
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unequalled genius of his mentoring approach was that by training good followers he 
actually raised outstanding leaders” (128). That Jesus was successful in reproducing 
himself in the disciples is clearly revealed in the book of Acts. These “uneducated, 
common men” (Acts 4:13) embraced their Lord’s challenge and “turned the world upside 
down” (Acts 17:6). They did it by following their Master’s example; they reproduced 
themselves in others. 
The mentoring methods of Barnabas. Outside of Jesus, Barnabas may be the 
greatest example of a mentor in the New Testament. As the pivotal figure in the 
development of both Paul and John Mark, Barnabas contributed to the writing of half the 
books of the New Testament. Through his own ministry and the ministries of his those he 
mentored, Barnabas’ influence reached to more than a dozen key cities in the early spread 
of Christianity (Hendricks and Hendricks 141).  
Barnabas first encountered Paul, then known as Saul, in Jerusalem not long after 
his conversion (Acts 9:26-31). Paul had traveled there to meet with the Christians in 
Jerusalem, but they were afraid to meet with him due to his pre-conversion reputation as 
a great persecutor of Christians. However, Barnabas, who was highly respected by all, 
stepped forward and took responsibility for Paul. He introduced him to the apostles, 
vouched for his effectiveness in ministry, and in doing so, ensured Paul’s acceptance in 
Jerusalem. In this manner, he served as Paul’s sponsor. 
Some time later, Barnabas was sent to oversee the expanding work of the church 
among the Gentiles in Antioch (Acts 11:19-26). After Barnabas arrived, the work grew at 
an even greater pace and soon became too large for him to oversee alone. He remembered 
Paul, who had labored for ten years in near anonymity in Tarsus, and traveled there to 
find him. Paul returned with Barnabas, and the two labored in Antioch together for a 
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year.  
Barnabas and Paul also traveled together to Jerusalem and later to Cyprus and the 
provinces of Asia Minor on a missionary journey (Acts 11:30; 13:2-3). Though the 
details of their relationship are not revealed, clearly God used Barnabas to prepare Paul 
for his future role as the “apostle to the Gentiles.” Interestingly, prior to Acts 13:43, the 
two men are always referred to as “Barnabas and Paul.” After that point, the phrasing 
changes to “Paul and Barnabas.” Somewhere along the way, the mentor took a step back 
and allowed his protégé to advance. Oswald Sanders concludes, “Barnabas’s spiritual 
stature is seen in his entire freedom from jealousy when his protégé Paul surpassed his 
own leadership and became the dominant member of the team” (Spiritual 147).  
Barnabas also played a major role in the development of John Mark, the writer of 
the second gospel. As Paul and Barnabas were preparing for their second missionary 
journey, a rift occurred over the question of whether Mark should accompany them. 
Barnabas wanted to take him along, but Paul, remembering that Mark had abandoned 
them in Pamphylia, resisted. In the end, Paul took Silas while Barnabas took Mark. 
Again, very little is known of the relationship between the two men. One can only 
imagine the ways in which Barnabas influenced the young man during their journeys 
together. What is clear, however, is that Barnabas believed in Mark in spite of his earlier 
failures. Apparently, his confidence was well founded. Mark eventually had a profound 
impact on the spread of Christianity and ultimately regained Paul’s trust (2 Tim. 4:11). 
Through his unwavering belief in Mark and his willingness to serve as Mark’s guarantor, 
Barnabas played a pivotal role in the development of this important figure.  
The mentoring methods of Paul. Paul’s failure to recognize Mark’s potential 
was not an indication of a general shortcoming in his ministry. On the contrary, Paul was 
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very successful in his attempts to raise up others to important roles of leadership. 
Particularly revealing is Paul’s affectionate relationship with young Timothy. Paul called 
him “my true child in the faith” (1 Tim. 1:2). His two letters to Timothy are among the 
most personal of all his letters and exude the kind of love and warmth that one does not 
always find in Paul’s writings.  
Paul’s love and affection did not prevent him, however, from challenging 
Timothy in areas of perceived weakness. His exhortation to “stir up the gift of God within 
you” indicates a tendency toward spiritual laziness or discouragement. He confronted 
Timothy’s timidity by reminding him he had been given a spirit of “power and love and 
self control” (2 Tim. 1:7), and by exhorting him not to let anyone “despise” his youth (1 
Tim. 4:12). Sanders suggests that certain references seem to reflect Paul’s concern that 
Timothy was prone to “be overly tolerant and partial with important people” (Paul 180). 
In general, Paul seemed intent on imparting to his protégé the kind of strength and 
courage that had served him so well over the years. 
However, Paul’s influence on Timothy went far beyond his letters. Timothy 
traveled with him regularly and eventually became one of Paul’s most trusted co-
workers. That Timothy was shaped by Paul’s influence is evident in the fact that Paul 
chose him to oversee the work in Thessalonica (1 Thess. 3:2) and especially by Paul’s 
decision to send him to Corinth to address the problems there (1 Cor. 4:17). Perhaps the 
greatest evidence of Timothy’s stature in the eyes of Paul comes in his letter to the 
Philippians. Uncertain of his own ability to visit the church, Paul sent Timothy with these 
words: 
I hope in the Lord Jesus to send Timothy to you soon, so that I may be 
cheered by news of you. I have no one like him, who will be genuinely 
anxious for your welfare. They all look after their own interests, not those 
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of Jesus Christ. But Timothy’s worth you know, how as a son with a father 
he has served with me in the gospel. (Phil. 2:19-22) 
Here is evidence that Paul was successful in his attempts to lovingly guide Timothy 
through the transition of a youth dominated by timidity to an adulthood characterized by 
strength and honor. Sanders comments, “As usual, Paul’s exacting standards, high 
expectations, and heavy demands served to bring out the best in the young man, saving 
him from the peril of mediocrity” (Paul 180).  
Summary. When taken together, these three examples of Jesus, Barnabas, and 
Paul give us a rich and comprehensive portrait of mentoring as it is observed in Scripture. 
That portrait includes the following characteristics: 
• Concentrated efforts to influence a few individuals on a deep level; 
• Shared-life experiences in which the mentor serves as a model for the 
protégé; 
• Delegated responsibilities for the purpose of providing practical experience; 
• Supervision for the purpose of processing practical experiences; 
• Empowering and releasing the protégé for personal ministry; 
• Serving as a sponsor for the protégé; 
• Belief in the future potential of the protégé; 
• A relationship characterized by warmth and affection; 
• The willingness to confront areas of perceived weakness; and, 
• Aiding in the transition from one life stage to another. 
 
Mentoring and Learning Theory 
A number of insights from the field of learning theory lend support to the validity 
of mentoring as an effective means of education or training. This is particularly true in 
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the task of educating adults. In his classic work, The Adult Learner, Malcolm Knowles 
identifies four general characteristics of adult learners (55-59). 
First, adult learners prefer educational methods that allow for self-directed 
learning. This preference grows out of an adult concept of self that has progressed from 
an orientation toward dependency to that of self-directedness. This first characteristic 
supports current writings in the field of mentoring that suggest the desirability of an 
agenda that is directed by the protégé rather than the mentor (Biehl 42; Hendricks and 
Hendricks 196; Smith 95).  
Second, adult learners prefer learning that takes place in the context of 
experience. Education that takes seriously the role of experience grows out of the 
understanding that adults have a wealth of experiential knowledge from which they can 
draw old insights and to which they can relate new insights. By its nature, mentoring is an 
educational method that places great emphasis on the role of experience. 
Third, adult learners exhibit a higher degree of learning readiness than do younger 
learners. This heightened sense of readiness grows out of the fact that adult learners are 
motivated typically by a greater sense of purpose. They are learning because they need to 
learn in order to address a problem or expand their comprehension of an important matter 
in their lives. This tendency stands in contrast to most early stage learning in which the 
pupil is more likely to undertake learning because they ought to in order to meet the 
expectations of a third party. This third characteristic points to one of the great strengths 
of mentoring. Most mentoring relationships are formed for a specific purpose, whether 
that purpose be vocational, spiritual, or personal in nature. 
Finally, the adult learner approaches the learning process from a problem-
centered orientation rather than a subject-centered orientation. Knowles explains that the 
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different orientations are primarily the result of different perspectives on time (58). The 
younger learner is subject centered because of the perceived gap between the time of 
learning and the time of application. The adult learner is problem centered because he or 
she is probably already aware of some problem in life where the application is needed. 
The implication for mentoring is that the agenda of the mentoring relationship should be 
driven not by the subject matter but by the perceived areas of need as identified by the 
protégé. 
Knowles acknowledges the importance of understanding different learning styles 
in the educational process (57). While the above characteristics are generally true of adult 
learners, they may be more or less so on an individual basis, depending on the learner’s 
preferred style of learning. David Kolb has developed a learning-style inventory based 
largely on the work of Piaget and Guilford. He explores four types of learning styles: 
converger, diverger, assimilator, and accommodator (1-12).  
The converger combines the learning steps of abstract conceptualization and 
active experimentation. Thus, the converger learns best by thinking and doing. The 
strengths of the converger lie in the areas of problem solving, decision making, and 
deductive reasoning. Convergers are also highly skilled at finding practical uses for ideas 
and theories. It is important to note, however, that the converger’s orientation toward 
action and logical analysis may present special challenges in the highly relational 
approach of mentoring. They may also have difficulty maintaining focus.  
The second type of learner, the diverger, combines the learning steps of concrete 
experience and reflective observation. This type of learner learns best by feeling, 
watching, and listening. Divergers are usually imaginative and love to generate ideas. 
Because they are more intuitive, divergers also tend to understand people better than the 
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other types. The challenge for divergers, however, is that they tend to have trouble 
making decisions and taking action because they are often paralyzed by too many 
options. 
The third type of learner, the assimilator, combines abstract conceptualization and 
reflective observation. Assimilators learns best by thinking, watching, and listening. 
Their interest in abstract ideas and logical soundness make them particularly skilled in 
the areas of science and information services. Like convergers, however, they tend to be 
less focused on people and may be more concerned with the logic of an idea than the 
practical application of that idea. 
The final type of learner, the accommodator, combines concrete experience and 
active experimentation. Accommodators learn best by intuition and hands-on experience. 
They are skilled leaders who are willing to take risks and can get things done. These 
types of learners also have the ability to work well with people. The challenge for 
accommodators is the tendency not to be directed by goals. Without clear goals, they may 
be distracted by trivialities or meaningless activity. 
The most important insight from Kolb’s work is simply that different people learn 
in different ways. The most effective mentor, then, is one who is flexible enough to adapt 
to the preferred learning style of the protégé. An understanding of the various learning 
styles also enables the mentor to anticipate the strengths and weaknesses of a given 
protégé. 
Cultural anthropologist Charles Kraft offers a much less complex grid for learning 
theory. He identifies and explores the relative value of three kinds of knowledge: 
intellectual, observational, and experiential (94-96). In his view, contrary to the 
prevailing notion in the West, intellectual knowledge alone is not highly valuable because 
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it rarely has the power to bring about life change by itself. Life change begins to occur 
only when that which is understood at the level of the mind is engaged at the level of the 
will. In the spirit of James, “If anyone is a hearer of the word and not a doer, he is like a 
man who observes his natural face in a mirror; for he observes himself and goes away 
and at once forgets what he was like” (Jas. 1:23-24).  
The second kind of knowledge, observational knowledge, is more valuable 
because it opens the learner to new possibilities. It is possible for a learner to embrace an 
idea on the intellectual level without exploring it on the practical level. Such intellectual 
knowledge alone may actually prevent a more practical exploration of the idea. Once the 
idea is observed, however, the learner is confronted with a deeper reality and must 
consider new possibilities. 
The most profound kind of knowledge is experiential knowledge because it weds 
intellectual and observational knowledge with personal experience. Kraft observes, 
“There is absolutely no substitute for experience to bring one into a new perspective” 
(96). Personal experience internalizes an idea and puts it in its most concrete form. This 
insight explains why application is such an important ingredient in the learning process.  
Like Kraft, Parker Palmer laments the trend in Western societies to place too 
much emphasis on intellectual knowledge at the expense of other kinds of knowing. He 
advocates a kind of experiential learning that takes place in the context of personal 
relationships. In his view, real learning occurs on the most profound level as teacher and 
pupil interact with the subject (xvi).  
Palmer’s understanding of the nature of education has its roots in Christian 
theology. In the tradition of Emil Bruner (23), he sees truth not as a “concept that works” 
but as an “incarnation that lives” (Palmer 14). In the following passage, he draws out the 
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implications for education: 
[I]t is not enough for students to record their teacher’s words. It is not 
even enough for students to think about those words, weigh them, and give 
their mental assent. Learning the truth requires that we enter into personal 
relationship with what the words reveal. To know truth we must follow it 
with our lives. In this kind of education, the relationship between the 
teacher, student, and the subject is one of obedience. (43) 
These insights from the field of learning theory hold great implications for the 
practice of mentoring. First of all, they point to the value of a flexible approach that is 
largely directed by the protégé, rooted in the protégé’s felt needs, and tailored to the 
protégé’s preferred learning style. Second, they point to the value of an experiential 
approach that offers the protégé opportunities to personally put into practice what he or 
she is learning. Finally, they point to the value of a relational approach in which the 
mentor and protégé encounter and live out the subject matter together. 
Contemporary Mentoring Theory 
Mentoring is far from an exact science. On the contrary, it is complex in nature, 
takes many forms, and involves a wide variety of activities. As a result, finding 
agreement among experts in the field on the nature and practice of mentoring is difficult. 
This is particularly true in light of the increased attention given mentoring over the past 
fifteen years. As the concept of mentoring has become more popular, the precise meaning 
of the term has been diluted (Daloz, Mentor xxiii). The purpose of this portion of the 
review is to glean from contemporary writers insights that will aid in the development of 
a conceptual framework that will serve as a guide for exploring mentoring relationships 
among pastors and church planters. 
Types of Mentoring Relationships 
Mentoring is a special form of helping relationship that closely resembles many 
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other kinds of helping relationships. One of the greatest areas of debate among experts in 
the field is defining which of these helping relationships fall under the umbrella of 
mentoring. Some argue for a broad definition (Phillips-Jones; Shea; Stanley and Clinton) 
while other hold to a more precise definition (Anderson and Shannon; Biehl; Hendricks 
and Hendricks; Smith).  
The most notable attempt to define mentoring by type is found in Stanley and 
Clinton’s book, Connecting: The Mentoring Relationships You Need to Succeed in Life.  
In it, they outline an elaborate classification that consists of three categories and eight 
types of mentoring relationships (41). The three categories fall on a continuum that 
ranges from more deliberate to less deliberate involvement.   
The first category is “intensive mentoring” (Stanley and Clinton 47-85). Intensive 
mentoring is the most deliberate and consists of three types: discipler, spiritual guide, and 
coach. Attention should be given to the fact that the authors distinguish the types only for 
the sake of discussion. In reality, the best mentoring relationships reflect all three types 
(47). Intensive mentoring always involves the presence of a personal relationship and is 
characterized by high levels of attraction, responsiveness, accountability, and 
empowerment. 
The second category is “occasional mentoring” (Stanley and Clinton 87-130). The 
counselor, teacher, and sponsor make up this category and are less intentional in nature. 
Occasional mentoring may or may not involve a personal relationship and usually does 
not include the dynamic of accountability. These relationships tend to have a shorter 
lifespan and are often engaged for a very specific purpose. The benefit of occasional 
mentors is that they are readily available. The drawback is that they are often limited in 
their ability to empower the protégé (128).  
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The final category is “passive mentoring” in which a contemporary or historical 
figure serves as a model for the protégé (Stanley and Clinton 131-55). In these 
impersonal relationships, the mentor may not even be aware of the influence he or she 
has had on the protégé. Passive mentoring typically comes through the medium of books, 
tapes, seminars, or conferences. 
The strength of the Stanley-Clinton classification is that it recognizes the variance 
that exists in mentoring relationships. To define mentoring in too narrow terms would 
violate the very nature of mentoring which is necessarily a highly customized kind of 
relationship. In order to meet the specific needs of a given protégé, the dynamic of 
flexibility should be protected.  
The weakness of the Stanley-Clinton classification is two-fold. First, the six types 
found in the “intensive” and “occasional” categories do not reflect the nature of actual 
mentoring relationships. Most experts consider the Stanley-Clinton types (discipler, 
guide, coach, counselor, teacher, and sponsor) to be functions found in a typical 
mentoring relationship (Anderson and Shannon 40-41; Hendricks and Hendricks 159-60; 
Levinson et al. 98). Most mentors will perform many, if not all, of those functions over 
time.  
The second weakness of the Stanley-Clinton classification is that it includes 
mentoring types that do not involve an ongoing, personal relationship. Though they are 
not alone in this perspective (Phillips-Jones; Shea), they are clearly in the minority. Most 
experts in the field place great importance on the relational quality of mentoring 
(Anderson and Shannon; Daloz; Gehrke; Levinson et al.). This emphasis is even more 
prominent in the Christian community (Anderson and Reese; Biehl; Engstrom; Gonlag; 
Hendricks and Hendricks). This position does not deny the potential benefits of non-
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personal relationship but simply asserts that they are not mentoring relationships in the 
traditional sense.  
In contrast to the Stanley-Clinton classification is the position of Anderson and 
Shannon. Their five basic mentoring functions (teach, sponsor, encourage, counsel, and 
befriend) mirror some of the Stanley-Clinton types, but they insist the functions are 
conjunctive in nature. That is, they serve as a group to characterize the mentoring 
relationship. They offer two reasons for this stance: 
First, the five functions as a group historically have been associated with a 
person called a mentor. Second, requiring a mentor to engage in all five 
functions carries with it the potential for better discriminating who is and 
who is not mentoring and assigning more potency to the role. (40) 
The significance of this debate over mentoring types is that it points to the 
difficulty of defining mentoring in precise terms. The breadth of the Stanley-Clinton 
classification dilutes the practice of mentoring to the point that it becomes 
indistinguishable from other kinds of helping relationships. On the other hand, the narrow 
position of Anderson-Shannon is so restrictive that it would eliminate all but the most 
intensive mentoring relationships.  
Hendricks and Hendricks seem to point to a compromise when they observe, 
“[T]he term mentor is not a ‘pure’ term at all, but a metaphor, a figure of speech that 
describes someone in a certain type of relationship” (157). The general thrust of 
Hendricks and Hendricks’ work leaves no doubt that their understanding of mentoring 
involves a personal relationship. They also offer a representative list of nine ways a 
mentor serves a protégé but, unlike Anderson and Shannon, do not consider this a 
conjunctive list (158-59). The Hendricks and Hendricks position is particularly beneficial 
for the purposes of this study because it clearly upholds the importance of a 
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comprehensive and personal relationship between the mentor and protégé but leaves 
significant room for many kinds of mentoring relationships that vary in form and 
intensity. Using the language of the Stanley-Clinton model, the Hendricks and Hendricks 
position would allow for intensive and occasional mentoring types but not passive 
mentoring.  
Another issue that should be addressed in this discussion of mentoring types is the 
identity of the mentor. Traditionally, the mentor has been thought of as an individual who 
is older and more experienced than the protégé (Shea 7). More recently, these notions 
have been challenged (Stanley and Clinton; Logan; Ogne and Nebel). In some cases, the 
“mentor” is not an individual at all but a group. While the ideal group would include at 
least one person who has significant experience, a group of peers might effectively 
mentor one another through the use of seminars, books, tapes, and other extended 
learning resources. One prominent writer in the field of leadership contends that such 
“learning communities” are already becoming the primary means of leadership 
development (McNeal 31).  
Finally, the issue of time must also be considered. Some mentoring relationships 
are intense but relatively brief (i.e., church planters boot camp). Others are more 
prolonged but less intense (i.e., a regional coach). On occasion, the relationship is both 
intense and prolonged (i.e., an internship). The life span can be characterized, then, on a 
continuum between brief and prolonged. 
For the purposes of this study, a rather broad definition of mentoring will be 
employed in order to explore the many different types of mentoring relationships that 
currently exist. The one basic criteria is that a personal relationship must exist between 
the mentor and protégé. Within this parameter, the three primary factors contributing to 
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differentiation in mentoring relationships are the level of involvement (intensive vs. 
occasional), the identity of the mentor (individual vs. group), and the lifespan of the 
relationship (brief vs. prolonged). 
The Nature of Mentoring 
To speak of the nature of mentoring is to speak of its essential qualities. Above 
all, mentoring is a relationship. More specifically, it is generally understood to be a kind 
of loving relationship in which the mentor is committed not just to skill development but 
to the total well-being of the protégé (Biehl 29; Gehrke 43; Shea 5). Of particular 
significance is the prevalence of this notion across a wide spectrum of perspectives on 
mentoring: business/career (Shea), education (Anderson and Shannon; Gehrke), and 
spiritual (Anderson and Reese; Biehl; Hendricks and Hendricks). Though a few writers 
downplay the importance of a loving relationship (Zey 172-73), Gehrke reflects the 
general consensus: “The mentor-protégé relationship is a kind of love relationship 
characterized by mutual involvement, a comprehensive focus, and affection. It is this 
quality that differentiates the mentor relationship from other kinds of helping 
relationships” (43).  
In his classic work, I and Thou, Martin Buber differentiates between two kinds of 
relationships, “I-It” and “I-Thou.” Applying his ideas to the realm of mentoring, the “I-It” 
relationship results when the mentor or protégé views the other as an object, an “It” to be 
used for personal gain. The “I-Thou” relationship occurs when the mentor and protégé no 
longer view one another as objects to be utilized but as persons to be known. In its best 
form, the relationship between the mentor and protégé will reflect the qualities of an “I-
Thou” relationship. 
A second essential quality of mentoring is that it is protégé-focused. While the 
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mentor may have certain goals for the relationship, the agenda should be directed by the 
needs and goals of the protégé (Biehl 42; Hendricks and Hendricks196; Smith 95). 
Though some mentoring relationships call on the mentor to take greater responsibility for 
the agenda (Stanley and Clinton’s discipler; Anderson and Reese’s spiritual director), the 
mentor should still be cognizant of the protégé’s peculiar needs and goals. In all cases, 
the mentor avoids the temptation to clone himself or herself but strives to draw out the 
unique qualities of the protégé. Thus, the mentor focuses more on what the protégé is 
doing than how he or she is doing it (Shea 22).  
Third, a mentoring relationship is by nature a flexible and intuitive process. In 
Shea’s view, “Even formal mentoring is largely the art of making the most of a given 
situation” (13). Thus, the mentor should avoid bondage to a preset curriculum. This 
approach allows the mentor to capitalize on unexpected “teachable moments” in the 
mentoring relationship. Writing from a Christian viewpoint, Anderson and Reese speak 
of the importance of the mentor’s discernment in identifying and focusing on those needs 
or issues where God is already at work (52-53). This insight is crucial for mentors 
working within a Christian context because it reminds the mentor that God already has an 
agenda that is uniquely suited to protégé. The job of the mentor, then, is not to develop an 
agenda but to use spiritual discernment to recognize and flow with God’s agenda. 
A fourth quality of mentoring is that it is a transitional relationship. Drawing on 
Homer’s myth and the work of Levinson et al., Daloz characterizes mentoring as a 
“journey” in which a mentor helps a protégé navigate transition by pointing the way, 
offering support, challenging, and then letting go of the protégé (“Mentors” 25-27). 
Hendricks and Hendricks reflect a similar idea when they say, “[M]entoring is less about 
instruction than it is about initiation—about bringing young men into maturity” (183).  
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An important aspect of mentoring as a transitional relationship is the role of “the 
Dream” (Levinson et al.). Whether the mentor is helping the protégé to move into 
adulthood, prepare for a new vocation, or navigate some other major life transition, one 
of the mentor’s primary roles is to help the protégé define and move toward his or her 
vision for the future. Levinson et al. say this is accomplished in five ways: (1) believing 
in the protégé, (2) sharing the protégé’s dream, (3) blessing the protégé’s dream, (4) 
defining the protégé in relation to the dream, and (5) creating space in which the protégé 
can work on a life structure that contains the dream (98-99).  
Fifth, mentoring involves an accountable relationship. The level of accountability, 
however, is debatable. Biehl warns against too great a focus on accountability, 
challenging the mentor to focus instead on support and encouragement (43). Others are 
strong advocates of the role of accountability in mentoring (Hull 159; Smith 98; Stanley 
and Clinton 43). Some even advocate a “contract” (formal or informal) to deal with 
expectations and guidelines (Stanley and Clinton 197-98; Shea 73). At the very least, 
some level of accountability typically characterizes the mentoring relationship. Smith 
clarifies the kind of accountability that is most helpful in mentoring relationships: 
“Accountability is not control. In mentoring it is pointing out objectively what is 
happening and asking the mentoree if that is what the mentoree wants” (98).  
Finally, the aim of mentoring is empowerment. The title of Shirley Peddy’s book, 
The Art of Mentoring: Lead, Follow and Get Out of the Way, points to the process by 
which the mentor works toward the goal of releasing the protégé to his or her own 
destiny. Empowerment involves much more than merely sharing ideas or information. It 
involves a transfer of knowledge, skills, and values that result in the movement of the 
protégé from a position of dependence on the mentor to one of independence (Stanley 
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and Clinton 32, 58). This process of empowerment was observed in the biblical examples 
of mentoring discussed earlier, the most vivid of which was Barnabas. He was so 
effective in his empowerment of others that his protégés typically far outshone Barnabas 
himself. This quality makes Barnabas one of our greatest examples of a mentor.  
To sum up, mentoring is a loving relationship with the following characteristics: 
• It has a whole life orientation; 
• It is focused on the needs of the protégé; 
• It is a flexible and intuitive process; 
• It is a transitional relationship; 
• It is an accountable relationship; and, 
• It is an empowering relationship. 
 
The Practice of Mentoring 
On the practical level, mentoring takes a myriad of forms. The diversity is due in 
part to the nature of mentoring as described earlier. A relationship as comprehensive, 
intuitive, and individualized as mentoring cannot be described in narrow terms. As a 
result, most writers do not even attempt to arrive at a conceptual framework for 
understanding the mentoring process. Instead, they refer to various roles, functions, and 
activities as being representative of the kind found in mentoring.  
One notable exception, however, are Anderson and Shannon (40-41). In order to 
provide a more precise understanding of mentoring, they have proposed a concept of 
mentoring that consists of three mentor roles (role model, nurturer, and care giver) and 
five basic mentoring functions (teach, sponsor, encourage, counsel, and befriend). They 
also suggest a number of activities under each function. Gonlag advocates the model’s 
usefulness in a pastoral context because it is highly reflective of biblical values (212). 
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The Anderson-Shannon model is a strong one and provides a helpful framework 
for our discussion of the practice of mentoring. Though the precise terms used in their 
model may vary in some instances from those used by other authors, they are generally 
representative of those mentioned most prominently in the field. One exception is the 
function of coaching. Possibly due to the context in which they are writing, the authors 
do not give much attention to the matter of skill development. Though the teaching 
function might include activities that lead to skill development, coaching implies a more 
intentional process in which the protégé is allowed to carry out practical assignments 
under the watchful eye of the mentor. Thus, because the coaching function is considered 
to be important by many experts and because of its relevance to this study, the function of 
coach will be added to the Shannon-Anderson model. 
Before exploring the various roles and functions of the mentoring process, one 
should note that empowerment of the protégé is the ultimate goal. In order to reach that 
goal, the mentor must give attention to what Logan and Cole call “holistic leadership 
development.” They explain,  
Too often, when we think of leadership development, we focus solely on 
the knowledge component. But in fact, there are three essential areas to 
develop for holistic growth of the leader: 
a.  Character growth (spiritual formation)—being 
b.  Skill acquisition—doing  
c.  Cognitive learning—knowing (Logan and Cole 4-4) 
Practically speaking, this means that the mentor’s aim in carrying out the various roles 
and functions of mentoring is to contribute to the development of the protégé’s 
knowledge, skills, and values. 
The roles of a mentor. In some ways, it is difficult to distinguish between a role 
and a function. In fact, Webster uses the latter term to define the former. The best way to 
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understand the difference is that a mentoring role describes who the mentor is in relation 
to the protégé, while a mentoring function describes what the mentor does for the 
protégé. In the Anderson-Shannon model, the mentor serves as a role model, nurturer, 
and care giver for the protégé. 
Role model. Shannon and Anderson speak of modeling as both a mentoring role 
and activity (under the function of teacher). This dual nature of modeling reflects the 
comprehensive nature of the mentoring relationship. An effective mentor will often 
intentionally model certain skills or behaviors in order to demonstrate them for the 
protégé. In a more fundamental sense, however, the mentor is the model as he or she 
“embodies a way of life by word, action, and presence” (Matthaei 65). 
This role of serving as a model for the protégé is best demonstrated in the life of 
Jesus. When the time came for him to make disciples, he did not convene an isolated 
classroom for discussions on philosophy or religious doctrines. The classroom was life, 
and the teacher was “the Truth.” Palmer expounds,  
Jesus did not say, “I will speak true words to you” or “I will tell you about 
truth”; he claimed to embody truth in his person. To those who wished to 
know truth, Jesus did not offer propositions to be tested by logic or data to 
be tested in the laboratory. He offered himself and his life. Those who 
sought truth were invited into relationship with him. (47) 
Stanley and Clinton speak of the dynamic of attraction in mentoring relationships 
(43). For the protégé, the attraction lies in the fact that the mentor embodies certain 
qualities desired by the protégé. Those qualities may involve such things as the mentor’s 
character, values, wisdom, skills, influence, or knowledge. Simply by being in the 
presence of the mentor, the protégé is able to observe those qualities for later reflection. 
Matthaei likens this process to the old practice of apprenticeship, “one person looking 
over the shoulders of another” (65).  
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Nurturer. Drawing on the metaphor of gardening, Anderson and Shannon define 
the nurturing role in three ways: (1) cultivating an environment for growth, (2) 
stimulating growth according to the total personality of the protégé, and (3) believing in 
the protégé’s potential to reach full maturity. As a nurturer, then, the mentor is 
responsible for facilitating the full growth and development of the protégé.  
Cultivating an environment for growth involves what Anderson and Reese call 
“creating a safe space for discovery” (77). This idea is rooted in the work of Palmer, who 
identifies three key ingredients of a learning space: openness, boundaries, and hospitality 
(71-75). The mentor contributes to an environment of openness by sharing with honesty 
and vulnerability. In doing so, he or she removes the key impediments to growth by 
encouraging authenticity and vulnerability. Boundaries, in the form of such things as time 
limitations and confidentiality, provide security by defining the limits of the relationship. 
Hospitality involves receiving one another in a spirit of deep acceptance. Matthaei best 
reflects the essence and aim of hospitality in her description of the mentor as guarantor: 
A guarantor is one who guarantees—guarantees that we have entered a 
caring and accepting environment; that our relationship is trustworthy; that 
our feelings, ideas, or questions are valid; that we are affirmed in our 
growth; that we will have opportunities for discovering our gifts and 
abilities; that we are worthy. Out of this guarantee comes empowerment 
and the security to know ourselves, to grow, to change, and to share 
ourselves with others. (69-70) 
Stimulating growth according to the total personality of the protégé means that the 
mentor always considers the uniqueness of the protégé in the process of guiding the 
protégé to growth and development. Nurturing, then, is more about drawing out the 
potential that already exists within the protégé than it is about shaping the protégé in the 
image of the mentor. 
Finally, the mentor as nurturer believes in the protégé’s potential for reaching full 
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maturity. This aspect of the nurturing process is vital to the success of the mentoring 
relationship—not just that the mentor believes in the protégé but that the mentor’s belief 
in the protégé keeps him or her focused on the protégé’s potential. This seems to be what 
Levinson et al. are driving at when they speak of the mentor’s role in helping the protégé 
“realize the Dream” (100). Unlike the parent, who must necessarily be concerned with 
present realities, the mentor facilitates growth by focusing more on the future possibilities 
of the protégé. 
Care giver. Matthaei’s research indicates that the quality of “caring” is an 
important characteristic of an effective mentor. This finding was particularly true among 
women, who identified it as the most important quality of their mentors. Among men, it 
was second only to “challenging” (85). Davis echoes these findings when he calls 
“affection” the “cornerstone of effective mentoring” (83). Thus, Anderson and Shannon 
liken the mentoring relationship to that of  “a good substitute parent to an adult child” 
(40).  
These characterizations of the mentoring relationship highlight the fact that even 
though professional development is often a primary goal of mentoring, mentors have the 
greatest impact on their protégés when they exhibit concern for the total well-being of the 
protégé. Though many writers define total well-being in terms of personal and 
professional concerns (Anderson and Shannon; Daloz; Gehrke; Shea), those in the 
Christian community add to those a concern for the protégé’s spiritual life (Biehl; 
Engstrom; Hendricks and Hendricks; Stanley and Clinton). By attending to the personal, 
professional, and spiritual concerns of the protégé, the mentor helps him or her develop 
an integrated view of life. In practical terms, this means helping the protégé to see the 
connections between such things as work, family life, personal character, and his or her 
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relationship with God. 
Finally, the role of care giver keeps the mentor focused on the needs of the 
protégé. Levinson et al. note that one of the great hazards of mentoring is the temptation 
for the mentor to exploit the protégé by using the relationship for his or her own purposes 
(253). Exploitation is not nearly as likely when the mentor truly cares for the protégé and 
is committed to the protégé’s total well-being.  
In summary, then, mentoring roles define the manner in which a mentor relates to 
a protégé. The mentor serves as a role model by the example of his or her life, as a 
nurturer by his or her commitment to the growth and development of the protégé, and as 
a care giver by the affectionate concern shown for the protégé’s personal, professional, 
and spiritual needs.  
The functions of mentoring. While mentoring roles reflect the manner in which 
a mentor relates to his or her protégé, mentoring functions reflect the various behaviors 
and activities associated with the practice of mentoring. The prospect of arriving at a 
precise set of mentoring functions is made difficult by its complex nature. Nevertheless, 
the following list is representative of those most prominently mentioned in the literature. 
Though not every mentor will engage in all of these functions, he or she is likely to 
engage in most of them on some level. 
Teaching. The mentor functions as a teacher whenever he or she engages in any 
of the following kinds of activities: informing, explaining, questioning, confirming or 
refuting notions of the protégé, or prescribing studies that lead to increased knowledge or 
understanding. When a mentor has a thorough understanding of a particular subject or has 
access to the kinds of resources the protégé needs, he or she becomes an invaluable 
source of information for the protégé. 
  Cowart  47   
 
An effective mentor will use a variety of means to challenge his or her protégé 
and broaden his or her scope of understanding. Hendricks and Hendricks suggest the 
following tools as possibilities: 
1. The Case Study. The kind of case study Hendricks and Hendricks is referring 
to is the study of a book, article or video that addresses an area of interest for the protégé. 
Together the mentor and protégé discuss the insights from the study and the implications 
it holds for protégé.  
2. The Critical Incident Report. The critical incident report is similar to a 
traditional case study. It includes a description of a “critical incident” involving the 
protégé and the manner in which the protégé responded to the incident. The mentor 
probes the incident to evaluate the protégé’s actions and explore alternative ways of 
responding. 
3. The Reading List. The mentor can help the protégé by recommending books 
or articles relevant to the protégé’s identified growth areas. Hendricks and Hendricks also 
advises the mentor to read the material so the two can discuss it profitably. 
4. The Interview. If the mentor has access to exceptional individuals in the 
protégé’s field of interest, he or she can make arrangements for an interview. Such an 
interview can be a source of great encouragement. Following the interview, the mentor 
should debrief with the protégé to enhance its value. 
5. The Field Trip. The mentor can arrange to take the protégé on a trip that will 
expose him or her to a person or organization that serves to enhance the protégé’s 
understanding and experience in his or her chosen field. 
6. Others. In addition to these tools, the mentor can also use such things as 
journals, retreats, conferences, and seminars to enhance the protégé’s experience. (200-4) 
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Coaching. The function of coaching has been added to the Anderson-Shannon 
model because it is mentioned so prominently in the literature and is not clearly present 
in that model. One could argue that coaching is a kind of teaching activity, but drawing 
the distinction of the two activities helps define more clearly two separate goals of the 
mentoring relationship. Despite some overlap, the teaching function is primarily focused 
on conceptual development, while the coaching function is primarily focused on skill 
development.  
A number of authors advocate similar approaches to the coaching process (Davis 
44; Hull 190; Maxwell 99-100). The following is a five-step approach used by John 
Maxwell: 
1. I Model. The first step is for the mentor to model a particular skill or behavior 
by demonstrating for the protégé how it is done. Maxwell emphasizes the importance of 
modeling the entire process from start to finish, assuming that the protégé knows nothing. 
2. I Mentor. In the second step, the mentor invites the protégé to join in the 
activity by giving assistance. As they work together, the mentor can answer questions and 
give fuller explanations. 
3. I Monitor. In this step, the mentor and protégé change places. The protégé 
performs the skill while the mentor observes and offers assistance. This step should 
continue until the protégé has a firm grasp of the skill or behavior. 
4. I Motivate. The fourth step is delegation. The mentor releases the protégé to 
carry out the skill or behavior alone. The mentor motivates the protégé through 
encouragement and support. 
5. I Multiply. The final step is multiplication. The mentor encourages the protégé 
to multiply himself or herself by teaching someone else how to perform the skill. Not 
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only does someone else benefit, the act of teaching serves to internalize the skill even 
more for the protégé. (99-101) 
Encouraging. Essential to the task of encouragement is the mentor’s belief in the 
protégé. “You’re going to make it!” should be the mentor’s constant message (Biehl 
131). The best mentor is not one who is able to accurately analyze a protégé’s current 
state but one who is able to help the protégé define his or her vision and keep the protégé 
moving toward the fulfillment of that vision. Encouragement is the fuel for that journey. 
For Anderson and Shannon, this involves affirming, inspiring, and challenging the 
protégé (41).   
In the language of Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnson, the mentor should look for 
opportunities to catch the protégé “doing something right” and then give verbal 
affirmation as soon as possible (406). The sooner the affirmation is received, the greater 
is the reinforcement of the positive behavior. According to Biehl, timeliness is not the 
only critical component of an effective message of encouragement. The emotional quality 
of the message is also important. With little or no emotional content, the mentor’s words 
are not likely to have a great impact on the protégé and may actually be de-motivating. 
Thus, Biehl encourages an “effusive communication” style that is laden with emotion 
(132).  
Counseling. The mentor functions as a counselor whenever he or she listens, 
probes, clarifies, or advises the protégé (Anderson and Shannon 41). Drawing on the 
wisdom of experience, the mentor is able to help the protégé understand or analyze a 
particular situation or problem. One potential pitfall the mentor must avoid is the 
temptation to give too much advice. Smith explains, “If I give advice, then I’m taking 
responsibility for their decision-making, and that is not my function. A good mentor is 
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not a quick-fix artist” (98).  
The following guidelines, drawn from the work of Shea, offer helpful advice for 
effective counseling in a mentoring relationship: 
1. Listen carefully as the protégé describes the problem. 
2. Give feedback to confirm that the mentor has not only heard the protégé but 
understands the deeper, emotional nature of the problem. 
3. Provide ideas or information that the protégé can use to come up with his or 
her own solutions. (61) 
One way to avoid giving too much advice is for the mentor to recognize the value 
of asking good questions. Good questions are those which promote self-reflection, probe 
deeper issues, reveal hidden fears, or challenge previously held assumptions (Johnson 
41). By asking questions instead of giving advice, the mentor leads the protégé to self-
discovery. 
Sponsoring. The function of sponsoring grows out of the fact that mentors are 
usually transitional figures (Levinson et al. 99). They appear at critical junctures in the 
protégé’s life and help navigate the transition from one place or stage to another. During 
the transition, the mentor serves the protégé by using his or her influence to protect and 
promote the protégé. Mentors may accomplish this in a number of ways: 
• By passing along information or unspoken rules not generally known 
outside the field (Peddy 29); 
• By helping the protégé tap into networks of people who may provide 
significant resources (Stanley and Clinton 119); 
• By using personal influence to open doors of opportunity (Peddy 29; 
Stanley and Clinton 122); and, 
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• By helping the protégé plot a career path that is consistent with his or her 
gifts and abilities (Stanley and Clinton 122).  
Befriending. Anderson and Shannon define the function of befriending as 
accepting and relating (41). This understanding stems from the fact that mentoring 
relationships do not usually have a strong flavor of formality. Though expectations and 
agendas may be formalized to a degree, the best mentoring relationships have the quality 
of a friendship. Because the mentor is more advanced in experience and age (usually), the 
primary responsibility for cultivating that friendship lies with the mentor. 
Writing from the context of spiritual mentoring, Anderson and Reese identify 
trust and intimacy as the two critical qualities that must be present in order to cultivate a 
spiritual friendship. They explain, “Sensitive fostering of trust and intimacy in timely 
fashion is a crucial link in a spiritual mentoring process that allows accountability and 
responsiveness to give way to empowerment” (77). Mentors help create an environment 
of trust and intimacy when they relate to the protégé in a manner which is characterized 
by openness, honesty, and vulnerability. By allowing the protégé into the mentor’s life in 
such a personal way, the mentor cultivates a safe environment in which maximum growth 
and development is made possible. 
Summary. Figure 2.1 graphically illustrates the practice of mentoring. At the 
center of the graphic are the three areas of development (knowledge, skills, and values) 
and the six mentoring functions (teaching, coaching, encouraging, counseling, 
sponsoring, and befriending). These six functions are carried out within the context of a 
personal relationship in which the mentor serves as a role model, care giver, and nurturer 
for the protégé.  
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Figure 2.1 
The Practice of Mentoring 
 
 
 
The overlapping circles illustrate the fact that while the roles and functions of 
mentoring are easily distinguished for the purposes of discussion, they are not so easily 
distinguished in practice. Mentoring is a fluid relationship in which the roles and 
functions of the mentor are constantly changing according to the needs of the protégé. 
Furthermore, no two mentoring relationships are exactly alike. While the six functions 
are representative of a typical mentoring relationship, they will not be present in equal 
measure in every relationship. 
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A Conceptual Framework for Mentoring 
The preceding review of literature points to a conceptual framework for 
understanding and exploring mentoring relationships (see Table 2.1). The framework 
addresses the issues of type, nature, and practice in mentoring relationships. The purpose 
of the framework is to provide a comprehensive summary of what experts in the field  
have said about mentoring. Its function in the research will be to serve as a starting point 
for exploring real world mentoring relationships. 
 
Table 2.1 
Conceptual Framework for Mentoring 
 
Types of Mentoring The Nature of Mentoring The Practice of Mentoring 
Identity of the Mentor 
Individual(s) 
Vs. 
Group  
 
Degree of Involvement 
Intensive 
Vs. 
Occasional 
 
Life Span 
Brief 
Vs.  
Prolonged 
A Loving Relationship  
Characterized By: 
• A Whole-Life 
Orientation 
• A Focus on the Needs 
of the Protégé  
• A Flexible and Intuitive 
Process 
• A Transitional Quality 
• The Presence of 
Accountability 
• The Empowerment of 
the Protégé  
Dimensions 
of Development 
• Knowledge 
• Skills 
• Values 
 
Roles 
• Role Model 
• Care Giver 
• Nurturer 
 
Functions 
• Teaching 
• Coaching 
• Encouraging 
• Counseling 
• Sponsoring 
• Befriending 
 
 
Mentoring and Church Planting 
The past two decades have seen a significant increase in the attention given to 
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church planting. Interestingly, the energy behind that increase has come largely from the 
field rather than academic institutions. The experts are not typically theologians and 
teachers but pastors, denominational leaders, and consultants who have had personal 
experience in the field of church planting. Consequently, their thrust has been more 
practical than theoretical. Out of their experience and research, they have developed 
seminars, conferences, self-study manuals, and training systems designed to assess, 
prepare, and nurture church planters.  
Among those field experts, Bob Logan and his associates at Church Resources 
Ministries (CRM) are particularly noteworthy. Through their materials and training 
events, they have gone a long way toward filling what was once a great void in the field 
of church planting resources. Logan has said that when he entered church planting in the 
late 1970s, the only training he got was a “pat on the back” (13). Today, through CRM 
alone, training is available in the form of numerous self-study manuals and training 
events. The role of mentoring is a prominent theme in many of those manuals and events.  
One noteworthy resource is the Church Planter’s Toolkit (Logan and Ogne). This 
kit, consisting of audio tapes, worksheets, and forms, guides church planters and mentors 
of church planters through the conception, prenatal, birth, growth, and reproduction 
stages of a church plant. A wealth of practical information, guides, and tools are provided 
at each stage.  
Another resource developed specifically for mentors is Ogne and Nebel’s 
Empowering Leaders through Coaching. Though it provides a helpful overview of the 
basics of mentoring theory, its greatest benefit is its usefulness in the practice of 
mentoring. It offers assessment tools, coaching guides, evaluation forms, strategic 
planning tools, checklists, and hundreds of suggested questions to aid in the mentoring 
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process. 
In Raising Leaders for the Harvest, Logan and Cole take leadership development 
one step further by introducing the concept of Leadership Farm Systems (LFS). The aim 
is to aid churches and denominations in the development of reproducible systems for 
training leaders who are capable of training other leaders. Thus, the full potential of 
mentoring is seen not in the addition of protégés but in the multiplication of protégés 
through the phenomenon of reproducing leadership. The LFS is characterized by the 
following core values: 
1. Loving obedience to Jesus and his word. One of the pitfalls of the church has 
been an over-emphasis on education at the expense of obedience. 
2. Pro-active faith and prayer. Vision must become action through faith and 
prayer. 
3. Evangelism integrated with spiritual formation. Spiritual formation that does 
not include evangelism is incomplete. 
4. Mentoring in life and ministry context. The most effective leadership training 
is that which takes place in the context of life, not the classroom. 
5. Step-by-step leadership progression. Emerging leaders should be entrusted 
with responsibility incrementally as their spiritual growth and maturity allows. 
6. Simple and transferable strategies. If the mentor’s strategies are to be 
reproduced by the protégé, they must remain simple. (2: 5-8) 
Though the concept of the LFS is applicable to many forms of leadership 
development, this intensive mentoring system is particularly suited to the multiplication 
of church planters and congregations. One section of the resource is devoted entirely to 
that end. 
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Because the number of pastors and leaders willing to invest in mentoring 
relationships lags far behind the demand of potential church planters, CRM has also 
encouraged the development of networks for mentoring church planters. One such 
network is the New Church Incubator (NCI). In an NCI, a facilitator/mentor clusters three 
to seven church planting teams (each consisting of a planter, spouse, and one or more key 
leaders) for the purpose of guiding them through the process of planting a new church. 
The mentor cultivates a supportive environment by providing coaching appointments, 
skill training, networking relationships, intercessory prayer, and church planting 
strategies (Logan and Cole 6: 25). Another benefit of the NCI is the peer mentoring that 
takes place in addition to the traditional mentoring. 
The Parent Church Network (PCN) is a similar network created by CRM that 
specifically targets existing churches. The PCN clusters three to five church leadership 
teams for the purpose of guiding them “through the process of cultivating congregational 
commitment and implementing an effective strategy that results in launching new 
congregations” (Logan and Cole 6: 26). Like the NCI, the PCN provides both traditional 
mentoring through coaching and peer mentoring. 
While CRM has been a particularly prolific provider of resources and training 
events for church planters, other church planting ministries have also established 
strategies for training church planters. Church Multiplication Training Center (CMTC) 
has developed a pre-service “bootcamp” for church planters. The “bootcamp” is actually 
a four-day retreat in which church planters (and their spouses) receive intensive training 
to “sharpen their vision, values, mission and strategy for new church development” 
(Logan 13). 
In his book, Church Planting: The Next Generation, Kevin Mannoia outlines a 
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reproducible church planting system called Century 21. It is not a training mechanism but 
a cohesive strategy for using existing training components (such as those discussed 
above) to develop regional church planting movements within denominations and 
districts. Century 21 consists of ten components, each of which is independently useful in 
the training of church planters but which find their greatest value when used in a 
complementary fashion. As a comprehensive system, Century 21 helps regional leaders 
think through the process of taking church planters from the assessment stage, through 
the first years of the church plant, and finally to the point at which the new church 
reproduces itself by sponsoring another church plant. This system is highly dependent on 
various kinds of mentoring relationships. 
Methodology and Instrumentation 
Qualitative research is generally employed when the researcher is exploring a 
social phenomenon that is not yet fully understood. According to William Wiersma, such 
research is based upon the following assumptions: 
1. Phenomena should be viewed holistically rather than partitioned into 
independent parts. 
2. The researcher operates in a natural setting in order to more fully understand 
the context. 
3. The researcher does not attempt to impose meaning on the experiences of 
those being studied but allows their perceptions to become the measure of reality.  
4. A priori assumptions and conclusions are avoided in favor of post-hoc 
conclusions. 
5. Phenomena are perceived as a loosely constructed models in which 
predictions are flexible rather than fixed. (198-99)  
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A qualitative methodology is particularly useful when the research involves the 
study of interpersonal relationships such as mentoring. One of its great benefits is that it 
allows the researcher to probe beneath the objective facts of a relationship to the more 
subjective dynamics of values, feelings, beliefs, and meaning (Leedy 142). A challenge 
of qualitative research is that it is highly dependent on the researcher and his or her 
ability to interpret accurately the qualitative data. In fact, some have said that the primary 
instrument in qualitative research is the researcher (Cresswell 145; Leedy 141; Wiersma 
204).  
This study employs two qualitative instruments: the semi-structured interview and 
The Ethnograph. A semi-structured interview is preferred over other kinds of interviews 
when the researcher has a general idea for what he or she is looking, but wants the 
freedom to explore more fully the specifics of a given phenomenon (True 206). This is 
accomplished through the use of open-ended questions and probes. Open-ended questions 
are particularly valuable in qualitative research because they allow the respondent to 
volunteer answers that might not be anticipated by the researcher (True 210; Wiersma 
170). Probes are follow-up questions designed to stimulate the respondent to clarify or 
expand on an answer (True 206).  
The researcher should note that a semi-structured interview does increase the 
potential of researcher error in the collection of data. Chief among those errors is the 
possibility of “leading” the respondent by asking questions or probing in a manner that 
implies the desired answer (True 208). Another possible source of error is inconsistency 
associated with a non-standardized instrument. For example, respondents who tend to be 
more hesitant in their responses may elicit more probes or more structured probes than 
those who respond more promptly. This error can be minimized by “standardizing” the 
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procedure of the interview so that each interview is conducted in a consistent manner 
(Wiersma 186). Finally, the researcher must be careful not to offer any response that 
might be considered evaluative by the respondent. Respondents will typically want to 
give the “right” answer and will be sensitive to any cues offered by the researcher. True 
recommends regularly reassuring the respondent that no right or wrong answers exist 
(217).  
Seidman encourages the researcher to listen on three levels during the interviews. 
First, the interviewer listens to the content to achieve an accurate understanding of what 
has been said. Second, the interviewer listens for the “inner voice” of the subject, as 
opposed to the “outer voice.” The outer voice is a public voice used to portray difficult or 
negative things in a positive light. The inner voice is a truer reflection of the subject’s 
real feelings. On the third level, the interviewer must pay attention to the process of the 
interview. The process involves such things as the time remaining, the content covered, 
the subject’s energy level, and non-verbal language (63-64).  
The Ethnograph is a computer software program used in the analysis of 
qualitative data. It is carried out in four basic steps: 
1. Data files are created. Verbal data is entered into a word processor and saved 
as an ASCII text file. 
2. Data is imported and numbered. The data is imported by The Ethnograph and 
each line is sequentially numbered. 
3. Data files are coded. The researcher must read through the numbered data file, 
look for patterns in the data, and then assign code words to those patterns. Then each line 
is assigned one of the code words. 
4. Data files are searched. The Ethnograph enables the researcher to search and 
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display the data in a number of different ways. (“The Basic Core”) 
The benefit of The Ethnograph is found in its ability to simplify “the process of 
categorizing, searching, and sorting data according to the researcher’s own analytic 
scheme” (“Program Summary”). However, the observational and interpretive skills of the 
researcher remain critical to the accurate analysis of the data. 
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CHAPTER 3 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
In 1985, the Free Methodist Church embarked on an ambitious plan to break out 
of an eighty-five year growth plateau. The plan was called, “A New Day,” and at the 
heart of it was the goal of planting one thousand new churches by the year 2000. As the 
church stood poised on the brink of that target year, less than four hundred and fifty new 
churches had been planted, some five hundred and fifty short of the goal. More disturbing 
was the fact that almost two-thirds of those attempts had already failed. Furthermore, 
only about forty surviving churches had come by means of local church reproduction.3  
As the denomination brings to a close the “New Day” era, much work remains if 
the Free Methodist Church is to see significant progress in the realm of planting 
successful new churches. The purpose of this study is to explore the variety of ways in 
which successful church planters are mentored for the task of starting new churches. The 
hope is that discoveries will be made which lead to a better understanding of the 
mentoring process and how that process might be employed in the development of more 
effective church planters.  
  Research Questions 
The review of literature provides a conceptual framework for understanding the 
mentoring process. The framework reflects the prevailing understanding of mentoring in 
terms of the type of relationships involved, the nature of those relationships, and the 
various functions and activities associated with them. From that framework the following 
questions emerge: 
                                                
3 These figures are close approximations from an on-going research project on the church planting 
efforts of the Free Methodist Church. 
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Research Question #1 
Who are the individuals or groups church planters identify as their mentors in 
church planting? The purpose of this question was not to learn the precise identity of the 
mentor but to get at the type of relationship the protégé had with his or her mentor(s). 
Drawing on the insights of the conceptual framework, the following operational questions 
were designed to explore the degree of involvement (intensive vs. occasional), the 
identity of the mentor (individual vs. group), and the life span of the mentoring 
relationship (brief vs. prolonged).  
1.  Are the identified “mentors” individuals or groups?  
2.  How does the protégé describe the relationship in terms of its intensity? How 
often did the protégé and mentor meet?  
3. What was the lifespan of the mentoring relationship? 
Research Question #2 
How do church planters characterize their relationships with their various 
mentors? The aim of this question was to explore the qualitative nature of the various 
mentoring relationships. The conceptual framework suggested that a mentoring 
relationship is a loving relationship characterized by a whole life orientation, a focus on 
the needs of the protégé, a flexible and intuitive process, a transitional quality, the 
presence of accountability, and the empowerment of the protégé. The following 
operational questions were designed to explore those qualities: 
1.  How did the mentor show concern for the protégé’s life outside the 
professional realm? 
2.  How was the agenda established for a typical meeting between the mentor and 
protégé?  
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3.  How does the protégé describe the mentor’s flexibility in the mentoring 
relationship? 
4.  In what ways did the mentor help the protégé formulate his or her vision? 
5.  What was the role of accountability in the mentoring relationship?  
6.  How did the mentor release the protégé for personal ministry? 
Research Question #3 
What do church planters identify as the most helpful practical elements of their 
mentoring relationships? This question was designed to explore the more practical 
elements of the mentoring relationship. The conceptual framework suggests that mentors 
aid in the development of the protégé’s knowledge, skills, and values. The following 
operational questions were designed to explore the various ways mentors have aided in 
the protégé’s development in each of those areas. The various roles and functions 
suggested by the framework were not explored directly in the interview but will be used 
in the analysis to categorize the responses of the subjects. 
1.  In what ways did the mentor help the protégé increase his or her knowledge 
about pastoral ministry in general and church planting in particular? 
2.  In what ways did the mentor aid in the development of ministry skills? 
3.  In what ways did the mentor have an impact on protégé’s values or character 
development? 
Research Question #4 
What is the relationship between mentoring and the planting of reproducing 
congregations? The purpose of this final research question was to determine if there was 
a direct correlation between the discipline of mentoring and the planting of reproducing 
churches.  
  Cowart  64   
 
Subjects 
The subjects chosen for this project were church planters from a variety of church 
backgrounds. They were identified by the means of a purposeful, or judgmental, 
sampling process. This type of non-random sample allows the researcher to handpick 
subjects who meet the criteria of the study and is warranted when the researcher believes 
the subjects to be information-rich cases (True 104; Wiersma 285). The sample size was 
left undefined, but was determined to be no more than 30. Seidman notes that in 
conducting qualitative interviews, a point of saturation is often reached at which the 
researcher is no longer gaining new information. It is at this point that the researcher may 
conclude that his or her sample is large enough (47-48).   
The following criteria were established for the selection of the subjects:  
1.  The subject must be able to identify a mentor or mentors as defined by this 
study.  
2.  The subject must have planted at least one reproducing church. A reproducing 
church is one which has played a primary role in the start-up of another church. 
A diversity of backgrounds was desirable for two reasons. First, the leadership of 
the Free Methodist Church was characterized by a willingness to learn from effective 
ministry strategies in other denominations. Second, the track record of successful church 
plantings within the Free Methodist Church was not strong to justify an exclusive study 
within the denomination. This insufficiency was particularly true in regards to the 
planting of reproducing churches. The likelihood of identifying up to thirty pastors who 
have planted reproducing churches in the Free Methodist church was not high.4 
                                                
4 These sentiments were expressed by the members of my Research reflection team. The Research 
reflection team was also instrumental in the establishment of the criteria for the selection of the subjects. 
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The subjects were identified with the help of the following individuals: Robert 
Bedford, superintendent of the Atlantic South Conference of the Free Methodist Church; 
Steve Fitch, superintendent of the Southern California Conference of the Free Methodist 
Church; Bob Logan, President of Church Smart resources and widely recognized 
authority in the field of church planting; Ralph Moore, a church planter and conference 
speaker from the Foursquare denomination; Dave Travis, associate of Leadership 
Network; and Bob Lane, church planting coach and consultant. 
The process for identifying the thirty subjects was as follows: 
1.  Field experts were contacted either by mail or e-mail, given a brief overview 
of the project and the subject criteria (see Appendix A), and asked to identify prospective 
subjects and/or other church leaders who might assist in the identification of subjects. 
When deemed helpful, Free Methodist leaders provided letters of introduction to aid in 
the recruitment of other field experts. After initial contact, follow-up contacts were made 
by phone or e-mail to confirm receipt of the letter, determine his or her willingness to 
participate in the project, and explain the method of referral. Referral was to be made in 
writing, by phone, or by e-mail and was to include the name and contact information of 
the prospective subject. As a rule, at least two follow-up contacts were required to get a 
response. 
2.  Referred candidates were contacted by phone or e-mail, told by whom they 
had been referred, given a brief description of the project including the criteria for 
participation, and asked if they were willing to participate (see Appendix B for a sample 
e-mail message). 
3.  Materials were mailed, faxed, or sent by e-mail to each of the candidates who 
agreed to participate. These materials included a cover letter (see Appendix C), a consent 
  Cowart  66   
 
form and background questionnaire (see Appendix D), and a copy of the interview 
questions (see Appendix E). The prospective subject was asked to return the background 
questionnaire at his or her earliest convenience.  
4.  The background questionnaire was checked to confirm that the candidate met 
the criteria of the study. On at least four occasions, subjects were disqualified at this point 
because they did not meet the criteria for having planted a reproducing church. 
3.  The preceding procedure was continued until a sufficient number of subjects 
were identified. 
Instrumentation 
Two researcher-designed instruments were utilized for data collection. The first 
was a background questionnaire (see Appendix D). The purpose of this questionnaire was 
threefold. First, it was used to screen potential subjects by describing the project, 
providing a definition of mentoring, explaining the commitment to confidentiality, and 
confirming that all criteria were met. Second, it was used to gather background 
information on the subject. Third, it was used to schedule the interview by asking the 
subject to provide possible interview times that were most convenient for the subject. 
Subjects were informed that the length of the interview would be no more than one hour.  
The second instrument was a semi-structured interview protocol designed by me 
(see Appendix E). Following the lead of Cresswell, it included a heading, instructions to 
the interviewer, key research questions, probes to follow-up key questions, and space for 
recording comments and reflective notes (152). This protocol helped standardize the 
interview in order to reach a relatively high level of consistency across the sample 
(Wiersma 186).  
The following principles guided the development of the instrument. 
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1.  Prior to the start of the formal interview, cordial relations should be 
established in order to calm the subject. The goal is to establish a warm, but not 
“chummy” rapport with the subject (True 217; Wiersma 187). This mood was 
accomplished through the exchange of pleasantries, confirmation of the background 
information, and a brief overview of the interview.  
2.  In order to instill confidence in the subject, the initial question(s) should focus 
on facts and be relatively easy to answer (True 217). This goal was accomplished by first 
asking the subject to briefly recount his or her journey in church planting and then asking 
several general questions about the history of the mentoring relationship. 
3.  The more difficult or sensitive questions should come in the middle of the 
interview. The most difficult questions in the interview required the subject to respond to 
open-ended questions revolving around various aspects of the mentoring relationship. A 
copy of the interview was mailed to each subject prior to the interview in order to prepare 
him or her for this section (Leedy 195).  
4.  Transition should be provided between major themes (McNamara). The 
interview for this study explored three major themes: the type of mentoring relationship, 
the nature of that relationship, and the practical, or functional, elements of the 
relationship. A transitional statement was employed between each of these themes in 
order to avoid confusing the subject.  
5.  The interviewer should be sure to thank the subject for his or her participation 
in the project (True 217). The interview was closed with words of appreciation, and the 
subject was informed that he or she would be receiving a copy of the transcript from the 
interview. 
The questions included in the interview grew out of the review of relevant 
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literature as reflected in the conceptual framework. Questions 2a-c explored the type of 
relationship that existed between the protégé and mentor. Questions 3a-g explored the 
nature of that relationship. Questions 4a-d explored the practical elements of the 
relationship as seen in the development of the protégé’s knowledge, skills, and values. 
Questions 5a-d explored the comprehensive nature of the mentoring relationship as seen 
in its impact on the protégé’s personal, spiritual, and professional development. These 
questions also helped identify what the protégés perceived as the most beneficial aspects 
of the mentoring relationship. The final question was a “grand tour” question designed to 
assess the protégé’s overall value of the mentoring relationship. 
Both the questionnaire and the semi-structured interview were pretested by a 
Research reflection team. This team consisted of my superintendent and various district 
leaders from the Atlantic Southeast Conference of the Free Methodist Church. The 
purpose of the pretest was three-fold: (1) to bring clarity to the interview by eliminating 
ambiguous or vague language, (2) to be certain that each question was relevant to the 
study, and (3) to predict the likelihood of completing the interview in the time allotted 
(True 214-15). 
After the pretest, the following changes were made to the instrument: 
1.  The questions on the current health of the subject’s church and the daughter 
churches was moved to the end of the interview. 
2.  Question 3f was changed from “What was the role of accountability in your 
relationship?” to “Was there any element of accountability in your relationship with your 
mentor? If so, what did that look like?” 
3.  The order of questions on the practical aspects of the mentoring relationship 
(4a-c) was changed. Originally, the order was knowledge, skills, and values. The research 
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reflection team felt that a new order (skills, values, and knowledge) would lead to less 
confusion regarding the distinction of those categories. To the question on knowledge, 
the following sentence was added for clarification: “By knowledge, I mean your 
conceptual understanding of pastoral ministry and church planting.”  
4.  In the section of the interview that explored the overall impact of the 
mentoring relationship (5a-f), the research reflection team suggested that I provide an 
overview of the first three questions before asking them. They felt this addition would 
help the subject to separate the different categories in his or her mind before responding. 
Also, because it was broadest in scope, the question on the mentor’s greatest 
contributions to the subjects personal life was moved to the end of the series. 
5.  A final question was added to the end of the interview to allow the subject to 
share any thoughts or insights not covered. This question read, “Is there anything else you 
would like to add about the impact of mentoring in your preparation for church 
planting?” 
6.  The wording of question 5f  was changed from “In what ways did your 
mentoring relationship(s) impact your decision to plant a reproducing church?” to 
“Would you say that your mentoring relationship(s) impacted your decision to plant a 
reproducing church? If so, how?” 
Following the first interview, the following two changes were made in the 
protocol:  
1.  An introductory paragraph was added to the copy of the interview questions 
that was sent to the subjects before the interview. This paragraph accomplished three 
aims: (a) it clearly defined “mentor” for the purposes of this study, (b) it explained that it 
was acceptable for subjects to refer to more than one mentor, and (c) it encouraged 
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subjects to respond thoroughly to all open-ended questions. 
2.  The following question was added: “Is there anything about your mentoring 
relationship(s) that you regret?” 
Data Collection 
The following outline describes the data collection phase of the project:  
1.  Interviews were scheduled with each subject at least three weeks in advance. 
2.  A copy of the interview questions was mailed to each subject prior to the 
scheduled interview. 
3.  The subjects were generally contacted by phone or e-mail to remind them of 
the upcoming interview and to confirm their receipt of the interview questions. This 
contact became increasingly necessary as many of the early subjects missed their 
scheduled appointments. 
4.  At the appointed time, the subject was contacted by phone and the interview 
was conducted and recorded. 
5.  Following the interview, each recording was transcribed in order to obtain a 
written record of the interview. 
Data Analysis 
The data from the final transcripts was imported into The Ethnograph for analysis. 
The Ethnograph is a computer software program designed to aid in the analysis of 
qualitative data by simplifying the process of categorizing, searching, and sorting the 
data. Each line of the data file was sequentially numbered and then analyzed for the 
purpose of identifying emerging themes in the data. Those themes were then categorized 
by assigning code words to each one.  
The coding system aided in the research by reducing the data into more 
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manageable categories for analysis. According to Wiersma, this system should have two 
important characteristics: (1) it should accurately capture the information in the data 
relative to what is being coded and (2) it should be useful in describing and 
understanding the phenomenon being studied (204).  
Several broad categories were identified prior to the data collection stage. These 
categories arose out of the review of literature and helped establish the format of the 
interview. The value of these categories was that they provided a starting point for 
analysis and a means of comparing the findings of this study with the current body of 
literature. Analysis was not restricted, however, by the predetermined categories. As new 
or more specific categories emerged from the data, they supplemented or replaced the 
initial categories.  
Once the categories were identified and named, each line of the data file was 
properly coded. The Ethnograph was then used to search and sort the data according to 
the analytic scheme. At this point, patterns of convergence and divergence could be more 
easily identified within the data and between the data and the conceptual framework of 
the review of literature. 
Variables 
The independent variable was the relationship between the mentor and protégé. 
The dependent variables of the study were the various ways the mentoring relationship 
impacted the protégé’s personal, spiritual, and professional development. These variables 
grew out of the research and were categorized for analysis.  
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CHAPTER 4    
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 
The purpose of this study was to explore the variety of ways in which successful 
church planters were mentored for the task of starting new churches. Through a review of 
relevant literature in the field, a conceptual framework emerged that provided a launching 
point for the study of mentoring relationships. The purpose of the framework was not to 
define the various elements of a typical mentoring relationship, but to suggest possible 
elements that might be found in actual mentoring relationships.  
A Profile of the Sample 
Before the interviews, each subject was asked to fill out a background 
questionnaire. Table 4.1 shows a detailed summary of the demographic information 
provided by those questionnaires. The names have been changed to protect the identity of 
the subjects. Confidentiality was promised to encourage frank and forthright descriptions 
of the various mentoring relationships. All of the subjects were men. I had hoped to 
include women in the sample, but of the more than fifty referrals I received, none were 
women.  
The sixteen subjects were church planters who had planted a total of forty 
churches. From these forty churches, more than one hundred fifty-four daughter churches 
had been planted to date.5 The subjects had served in vocational ministry for an average 
of fifteen and one-half years, ranging from four to twenty-eight years. Six subjects 
identified themselves as independent or nondenominational, while the other ten had 
formal ties to four different denominations. Ten states were represented with California 
                                                
5 One subject only reported the number of daughter churches planted by his first church plant. That 
church has daughtered fifty-two churches. This same subject planted eleven other churches, all of which are 
actively planting daughter churches. 
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claiming the largest number of subjects (five). In terms of the subjects’ highest level of 
completed education, one subject completed high school, four completed college, ten 
graduated from seminary, and one had attained a doctoral degree.  
 
Table 4.1 
Sample Profile 
 
 
 
Name 
 
 
State 
 
 
Denomination 
Years in 
Pastoral 
Ministry 
 
Churches 
Planted 
 
Daughter 
Churches 
 
Educational 
Background 
 
Vocational 
Background* 
Sean WI General Baptist 15 1 2 Seminary Youth Min. 
Bill CA Free Methodist 28 12 52+ Seminary Pastor 
Eric CA Free Methodist 25 1 2 Seminary Youth Min. 
Chris CA Free Methodist 20 2 2 Seminary Youth Min. 
Joe TX Southern Bapt. 16 1 3 Seminary Student 
Mike NH Foursquare 11 3 6 High School Marketplace 
John NC Nondenom. 4 1 1 Seminary Marketplace 
Scott IN Nondenom. 19 1 7 Seminary Student 
Brian GA Nondenom. 6.5 4 6 Bible College Student 
Carl IL General Baptist 20 1 2 Seminary Marketplace 
Robert TN Nondenom. 16 1 1 Seminary Parachurch 
Brad TN Nondenom. 16 1 1 Seminary Parachurch 
Ben HA Foursquare 6.5 1 16 College Marketplace 
Jim CA Nondenom. 9 1 3 College Marketplace 
Sam CA Free Methodist 21 1 4 Post-Semin. Pastor 
Jerry TX Southern Bapt. 15 5 46 College Marketplace 
 
 
  AVG = 
15.5 
TOT =  
40 
TOT = 
154+ 
  
*Prior to planting first church.  
 
 
 
Though not a part of the background questionnaire, another component of the 
sample profile emerged from the interviews. Subjects were asked to share the story of 
their journey into church planting. From these stories, I learned that six subjects were 
employed in the marketplace before beginning pastoral ministry, three were youth 
ministers, three were students, two were pastors, and two were involved in parachurch 
ministries.  
All but one of the subjects were born in the United States and had ministered in 
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the States throughout their careers. Bill was born in Africa, and planted several churches 
there. He moved to the United States in the early 1980s, where he continued a ministry of 
church planting.  
Two subjects (Robert and Brad) followed an almost identical path to church 
planting. They were mentored primarily by the same men and planted their church as a 
team. The decision was made to include both subjects in the study because they both fit 
the profile and mentoring is such an individualized experience. Furthermore, the 
possibilities raised by observing how two protégés responded to similar experiences 
outweighed the potential problems of having certain shared experiences reported twice. 
Mentoring Relationship Types 
The first research question was “Who are the individuals or groups church 
planters identify as their mentors in church planting?” The goal was not to learn the 
personal identity of the mentors, but to explore the type of relationship that existed 
between the mentor and protégé. The following interview questions were designed to 
investigate the matter of type: 
• Who are the individuals or groups you would identify as mentors in 
church planting? 
• How was the relationship(s) established? 
• How often did you meet? 
• How long did the relationship(s) last? 
• What is the current state of the relationship(s)? 
Identity of the Mentors 
When the subjects were asked to identify their mentors, they named church 
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planters, other pastors, church planting coaches, denominational or parachurch officials, 
professors, peers, and a businessman (see Table 4.2). All of the identified mentors were 
men. A “peer” was typically another pastor, but is distinguished from the category “other 
pastor” because the subjects seemed to view them differently. Also, because they were 
asked to identify everyone they consider to have been a mentor in church planting, some 
subjects identified mentors in more than one category. That accounts for the total number 
of forty-two relationships.  
 
Table 4.2 
Identity of the Mentors 
 
 
 
 
Church 
Planting 
Pastor 
(CPP) 
 
Other 
Pastor 
(OP) 
Church 
Planting  
Coach 
(CPC) 
 
 
Peer 
(P) 
Denom. or 
Parachurch 
Official  
(DO) 
 
Teacher/ 
Professor 
(T) 
 
 
Other 
(O) 
Sean  X      
Bill XX     X  
Eric X       
Chris X    X X  
Joe X  X     
Mike X XX X     
John X X X    X 
Scott X   X X   
Brian      X  
Carl X  X     
Robert  XX  XX X   
Brad  XX  XX X   
Ben X       
Jim X X      
Sam X  X  X   
Jerry  X X     
 12 
(29%) 
10 
(24%) 
6 
(14%) 
5 
(12%) 
5 
(12%) 
4  
(7%) 
1 
(2%) 
 
 
Church planting pastors and other pastors were by far the most prominently 
named mentors. Only one subject did not have at least one mentor in either of these two 
categories. Even more significant is the fact that in thirteen of the sixteen cases, a mentor 
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from one of those two categories was a catalytic leader of a church planting movement. 
Such a leader is committed to planting as many churches as possible by a variety of 
means, including the development of a system for training church planters, networking 
with others who are training church planters, and providing various kinds of support 
(including mentoring) for church planters who meet their qualifications. That these 
leaders were pastors and church planters means that the church planting movements had 
their roots in the local church. 
The coaches mentioned took one of two forms. In some cases the commitment of 
a local church to church planting was significant enough to warrant the hiring of one or 
more full-time coaches. These coaches worked directly with interns or outside church 
planters who had a formal relationship with the local church. The other coaches 
mentioned were either self-employed or employed by a parachurch organization for the 
purpose of coaching church planters.  
When subjects identified denominational or parachurch officials as mentors, they 
took two forms. For Robert and Brad, the mentor was an employer who directed a 
parachurch organization. For Chris and Sam, the mentor was a denominational executive 
who had supervisory authority over them. 
Three subjects identified peers or peer groups as mentors. These peers were other 
pastors or church planters, but clearly distinguished by the subjects from the pastors or 
church planters mentioned earlier. They were either interns serving with the subject (in 
the case of Jim) or pastors with whom the subjects had a more mutual relationship. The 
teachers identified in this study taught in a seminary or Bible college in which the subject 
was a student. In each of these cases, the subject had a mentoring relationship outside of 
the classroom. John was the only subject who identified a mentor from the business 
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world. 
Making the Connections 
The subjects were asked to share how the relationship with each identified mentor 
was established. The primary purpose behind the question was to explore the various 
ways protégé’s and their mentors find one another. Table 4.3 shows in detail how each 
relationship was established. 
 
Table 4.3 
How the Relationships Were Established 
(With identity in parenthesis) 
 Mentor 1 Mentor 2 Mentor 3 Mentor 4 Mentor 5 
Sean Formal (OP)     
Bill Protégé (CPP) Mentor (CPP) Formal (T)   
Eric Third Party (CPP)     
Chris Formal (T) Protégé (CPP) Formal (DO)   
Joe Protégé (CPP) Third Party (CPC)    
Mike Natural (OP)  Third Party (CPP) Protégé (CPC) Unknown (OP)  
John Protégé (CPP) Protégé (OP) Protégé (CPC) Protégé (O)  
Scott Unknown (DO) Mentor (CPP) Third Party (P)   
Brian Protege (T)     
Carl Protégé (CPP) Protégé (CPC)    
Robert Formal (DO) Protégé (OP) Protégé (OP) Protégé (P) Protégé (P) 
Brad Formal (DO) Protégé (OP) Protégé (OP) Protégé (P) Protégé (P) 
Ben Mentor (CPP)     
Jim Unknown (CPP) Third Party (OP)    
Sam Unknown (CPP) Protégé (CPC) Mentor (DO)   
Jerry Unknown (OP) Protégé (CPC)    
 Protégé = the protégé clearly initiated the relationship.  
 Mentor = the mentor clearly initiated the relationship. 
 Formal = the protégé was in a position that necessitated the relationship with the mentor. 
 Third Party = a third party arranged the relationship.  
 Unknown = the subject did not clearly identify who initiated the relationship. 
 
 
 
In five instances, a subject failed to give a direct response for one of his 
relationships. Of the remaining relationships, the protégé took primary responsibility for 
establishing the relationship 53 percent of the time. By comparison, mentors took the 
initiative in only 10 percent of the cases. Fifteen percent of the relationships were first 
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established on a formal basis with no indication of who took the initiative in the 
mentoring relationship (i.e., teacher-student, sr. pastor-staff, etc.). Third party individuals 
facilitated the relationships in five instances (13 percent). 
Intensity of the Relationships 
One of the ways the various mentoring relationships were distinguished was by 
their level of intensity (see Table 4.4). The most intensive relationships were those in 
which the protégé worked directly with the mentor, allowing for multiple contacts each 
week. Next in terms of intensity were those relationships in which the protégé and mentor 
connected in person or by phone at least one time per week. The least intensive 
relationships were those in which the protégé and mentor were in contact less than one 
time per week.  
 
Table 4.4 
Intensity of the Relationships 
(With identity in parenthesis) 
 Mentor 1 Mentor 2 Mentor 3 Mentor 4 Mentor 5 
Sean Intensive (OP)     
Bill Intensive (CPP) Moderate (CPP) Moderate (T)   
Eric Moderate (CPP)     
Chris Moderate (T) Occasional (CPP) Occasional (DO)   
Joe Moderate (CPP) Occasional (CPC)    
Mike Moderate (OP)  Occasional (CPP) Occasional (CPC) Moderate (OP)  
John Occasional (CPP) Occasional (OP) Occasional (CPC) Occasional (O)  
Scott Moderate (DO) Moderate (CPP) Occasional (P)   
Brian Moderate (T)     
Carl Intensive (CPP) Occasional (CPC)    
Robert Intensive (DO) Occasional (OP) Occasional (OP) Occasional (P) Occasional (P) 
Brad Intensive (DO) Occasional (OP) Occasional (OP) Occasional (P) Occasional (P) 
Ben Intensive (CPP)     
Jim Intensive (CPP) Moderate (OP)    
Sam Occasional (CPP) Occasional (CPC) Occasional (DO)   
Jerry Moderate (OP) Occasional (CPC)    
 Intensive = the protégé served in an internship or staff role under the supervision of the mentor. 
 Moderate = the protégé and mentor met or talked at least once per week. 
 Occasional = the protégé and mentor met or talked less than once per week. 
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When describing intensive and moderate mentoring relationships, subjects 
typically reported a waning in the level of intensity over time. Thus, the reported findings 
refer to the level of intensity experienced during the height of the mentoring 
relationships.  
Though only 17 percent of the total relationships were characterized as intensive 
in nature, seven of the sixteen subjects (44 percent) described at least one of their 
relationships as intensive. Twenty-nine percent of the mentoring relationships were 
described as moderate in nature. Subjects characterized more than half (54 percent) of 
their mentoring relationships as occasional in nature. Contacts in these relationships 
ranged from once every two weeks to six or eight times per year. Though occasional 
relationships were by far the most common reported by the subjects, all but two of them 
reported at least one intensive or moderate relationship. 
Current Relationship 
The lifespan of the various mentoring relationships was not explored in great 
depth, but subjects were asked to give an assessment of the current quality of each 
relationship (see Table 4.5). Of the forty-two relationships, only two were characterized 
as broken. One of those was broken when the mentor died while the other diminished 
over time after the mentor resigned from vocational ministry.  
In great contrast, subjects characterized 74 percent of their mentoring 
relationships as currently active. Of those, fourteen (45 percent) are ongoing mentoring 
relationships. In ten cases (32 percent), the protégé reported a diminished relationship, 
but diminished only in terms of intensity, not respect or significance. In these 
relationships, the transition from protégé to peer seems well on the way to fruition. In the 
remaining seven cases (23 percent), the transition seems to have been made from a 
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mentoring to a peer relationship. In two of those, the protégé has actually moved into a 
position of authority over the former mentor. Interestingly, though, most of the subjects 
were hesitant to declare themselves peers with their mentors. 
Subjects characterized 21 percent of their mentoring relationships as inactive. The 
protégés were typically quick to express appreciation and respect for their mentors, but 
nevertheless admitted they were out of touch with them. 
 
Table 4.5 
Current Status of the Relationships 
 
Current Status Frequency (# of relationships) 
Active 
     Mentoring relationship ongoing (14) 
     Moving toward peer relationship (10) 
     Peer relationship established (7)      
             31 
Inactive                9 
Broken                2 
 
 
The Nature of the Mentoring Relationships 
The second research question was “How do church planters characterize their 
relationships with their various mentors?” The aim was to explore the qualitative nature 
of the mentoring relationships. The following interview questions were designed for that 
purpose: 
• How would you characterize your mentoring relationships? (a) very warm and 
personal, (b) somewhat warm and personal, (c) not very warm and personal? 
• In what ways, if any, did your mentor(s) show concern for you as a person, 
apart from your professional development? 
• Would you describe your meetings with your mentor(s) as (a) formal and 
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structured, (b) informal and flexible, or (c) a balance of the two? 
• How was the agenda for your time together determined? 
• In what ways did your mentor(s) help you formulate your vision for your new 
church? 
• Was there any element of accountability in your relationships with your 
mentor(s)? 
• What role did your mentor(s) play in opening the door for you to plant your 
church? 
These questions emerged from the conceptual framework that suggested certain 
qualities that are inherent in mentoring relationships. In addition to their responses to 
these deliberate questions, subjects also spoke randomly of other quality matters such as 
affinity, belief, initiation, and learning styles.  
Warmth 
One forced-choice question was asked of each subject to get at the overall 
emotional quality of their relationships. This question asked the subject to describe his 
relationship with his mentors as (a) very warm and personal, (b) somewhat warm and 
personal, (c) not warm and personal. Table 4.6 reveals how the subjects responded. In 
some instances additional mentoring relationships emerged after the asking of this 
question. Only those relationships for which the subject responded directly to the above 
question are included in this table.  
As the table shows, subjects characterized the great majority of their mentoring 
relationships as “very warm and personal” (77 percent). Another 20 percent characterized 
their mentoring relationships as “somewhat warm and personal.” Only 3 percent of the 
relationships were characterized as “not warm and personal.” Reasons given for those 
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relationships considered “somewhat” or “not” warm and personal included the 
personality of the mentor and the technicality or formality of the mentoring relationship. 
 
Table 4.6 
Emotional Quality of the Relationships 
 
Response Frequency (# of relationships) 
Very warm and personal 27  
Somewhat warm and personal 7  
Not warm and personal             1  
 
 
 
Table 4.7 shows how the responses broke down according to identity. This table 
reveals that “church planting coach” was the only identity to receive fewer responses in 
the “very warm and personal” than the “somewhat warm and personal” category.  
 
Table 4.7 
Relationship Quality According to Identity 
 
 Church 
Planting 
Pastor 
 
Other 
Pastor 
Church 
Planting 
Coach 
 
 
Peer 
Denom. or 
Parachurch 
Official 
 
 
Teacher 
 
 
Other 
Very warm and personal 11 7 2 1 4 1 1 
Somewhat warm and personal  2 4   1  
Not warm and personal  1      
 
 
 
In addition to their responses to the forced choice question, subjects used other 
“warmth” language in the course of the interviews. Fourteen protégés referred to at least 
one of their mentors as “friends,” six used the word “love,” and five referred to the 
“caring” quality of their mentoring relationships. 
Whole-Life Concerns 
When subjects were asked if their mentors showed concern for them as persons 
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apart from their professional development, each one responded in the affirmative. The 
degree to which the various individual mentors showed such concern, however, varied 
greatly. For some, the broader concern of the mentor for the protégé was limited to 
praying for whatever personal needs the protégé expressed. For others, the earlier stages 
of the relationship were entirely about the general well-being of the protégé. Robert 
shares, 
I never had any agenda from him—whether or not I ever pastored a church 
or not. I didn’t feel [he] wanted something from me. I think what he 
wanted from me was that I may not be a prisoner to some of my boyhood 
fears and insecurities. I mean, he walked me through processing what 
those were and what it looked like for a man to keep walking. 
The primary concern during this phase of the interview was not to get a detailed 
assessment of each mentor’s strength in this area, but to explore the various ways 
mentors expressed whole-life concerns for the protégé. When subjects were asked to 
expound on this aspect of their mentoring relationships, their responses revealed several 
broad categories of concern and specific examples of how their mentors expressed those 
concerns. Table 4.8 summarizes the responses. 
 
Table 4.8 
The Mentor’s Concern for the Protégé’s Total Well-Being 
 
Areas of Concern With Specific Examples Frequency (# of subjects) 
Marriage/Family 
Sean: “We would go to pastor and spouse retreats together and do the five-hour 
drive together. He and his wife were both very encouraging to us as a couple.” 
Mike: “I think all of them have been very concerned about family life.” 
Scott: “Their constant reminder to me was those issues about the home; if you’re 
not doing a good job at home you’re going to have trouble in the ministry.” 
Brian: “He taught me how to be a father.” 
Carl: My son actually had open heart surgery three weeks before we launched, 
and [he] went out of his way to secure a place for my family and I to have a 
vacation.” 
13 
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Personal Health and Welfare 
Brad: “A lot of the time when we are with them we are not even talking about 
church. We are just talking about personal stuff.” 
Sam: “There was a lot of connection that way—personal prayer about issues I 
would go through on a personal level.” 
Mike: “I have cystic fibrosis….so there is constant concern for my health.” 
Ben: “He knows that after about six weeks my batteries wear down. I need to get 
a shot of orange juice or something, so he and I go out.” 
9                
Spiritual Issues 
Bill: “He was concerned about my spiritual development.” 
Jerry: “They knew if I was not walking close with the Lord or I was not 
committed in my marriage or whatever; that if I did not have my priorities 
straight, it would effect everything else.” 
4 
Finances 
Chris: “I remember [him] being concerned about a lack of financial support. I 
think that’s personal and not professional. We were on a total faith walk. He 
talked with me and prayed with me.” 
Ben: “He makes sure that financially I’m okay.” 
4 
Rest and Recreation 
Sean: “My wife and I would go over to their house and play cards.” 
John: “They would ask me about how much I’m working and if I’m taking my 
days off.” 
Ben: “About four to six times a year we go on retreats—he and I and his wife and 
my wife. We go away for three days and we read and we play golf and we rest 
and we talk and we dream…” 
4 
Rites of Passage 
Bill: “I was a single man, so he was open to advice in the area of who I will be in 
the future.” 
Robert: “It had everything to do with what was going on in me as a man—in my 
own development—and processing issues with my own dad; issues of me coming 
to terms with stepping up to being a man, moving from being a boy to a man, 
taking on responsibilities as a man.” 
2 
 
 
 
Format 
Two questions in the interview explored the format of the various mentoring 
relationships. The first was a forced choice question in which the subjects were asked to 
describe their relationships as (a) formal and structured, (b) informal and flexible, or (c) a 
balance of the two. The second question was open ended and asked the subjects how the 
agenda was usually established for their regular meetings with their mentors. These 
questions did not require the subjects to provide a separate response for each of their 
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mentors, but many subjects chose to do so when there were significant differences. That 
fact explains the variance in the total number of responses reflected in Tables 4.9 and 
4.10.  
 
Table 4.9 
The Structure of the Relationships 
 
Structural Quality Frequency (# of relationships) 
Informal and flexible 13 
Balanced 10 
Formal and structured 1 
 
 
 
Table 4.9 shows how the subjects responded to the question of structure. Only one 
subject described his meetings as “formal and structured” (4 percent). In this particular 
case, the mentor was a church planting coach. The most frequent response was “informal 
and flexible” (54 percent). A number of subjects who responded in that manner clarified 
their answer by saying there were formal elements, but that the overall quality of  
the relationship was clearly informal and flexible. Forty-two percent of the respondents 
characterized their mentoring relationships as “a balance of the two” options.  
The subjects’ responses to the second question provided more insight into the 
format of the various mentoring relationships (see Table 4.10). First, they revealed that 
the agenda was not typically mentor-driven. Although 21 percent of the relationships 
were described as mentor-driven, that figure is somewhat misleading. Only two of the 
sixteen subjects (13 percent) described any of their relationships in that way.6 In 42 
percent of the cases, the protégé typically brought the agenda, usually in the form of 
                                                
6 One subject responded by describing three separate relationships that were mentor-driven. This 
explains why there were four responses in this category instead of two.  
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questions or issues the protégé wanted to discuss. The agenda was shared by the mentor 
and protégé in 37 percent of the cases. 
 
Table 4.10 
Who Set the Agenda? 
 
Who Usually Set the Agenda? Frequency (# of relationships) 
Protégé 8 
Shared 7 
Mentor 4 
 
 
 
When asked how the agenda was established, the subjects’ responses typically 
went beyond the matter of who brought the agenda to reveal some of the broad agenda 
activities. Table 4.11 summarizes these findings. The list is not exhaustive in that it does 
not reflect every activity mentioned at any point in the interview. Rather, it reflects the 
subjects’ broad assessment of the primary activities in a typical meeting.  
 
Table 4.11 
What was the Agenda? 
 
Primary Agenda Activities With Specific Examples Frequency (# of subjects) 
Protégé’s Needs/Questions 
Sean: “I think we would start when he would say, ‘What hills are you 
climbing? What are your next big steps here?” 
Joe: “Mostly it’s very need specific. What do I do about this? What do I do 
about that?” 
John: “Typically I would have some questions and concerns and bring them up 
to them and see what they thought.” 
Carl: “We usually met in a restaurant or somewhere or either at his office or 
my office and it was based around, ‘How are you doing? What are your goals? 
How can I help you?” 
12 
Mentor’s Unpublished Curriculum  
Chris: “Well I would say with [him] it literally was a church planting course 
and he walked me through the demographic process.” 
Jim: “The internship program there was probably one of the best internship 
5 
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programs anywhere at the time. We met with a group of about 20 to 25 guys 
and gals weekly in [his] home and he just poured himself into us—training us, 
getting me to think differently about ministry in general, church planting, 
exposing all of us to a lot of different paradigms.” 
Ben: “Like I said, we did devotions for about two years, but during that time 
he formulated this thing called School of Church Planters.  
Devotions/Bible Study  
Ben: “The agenda was that he and I would meet for devotions every morning. 
He needed to get me grounded real quick. So what better way than to spend 
two hours every morning with him reading the Bible, journaling, sharing, and 
hearing his maturity as he was journaling.” 
Scott: “During my early years the mentor established the agenda for our 
discipleship time.” 
4 
Published Curriculum  
Sean: When he was my church planting coach, which was the year before we 
launched and a year and a half after we launched, there was a formal 
component to that. We went through Bob Logan’s Church Planter’s Toolkit.”  
Carl: “[He] wrote a tool kit for empowering leaders through coaching. It was 
out of our relationship that a lot of that stuff came together.” 
2 
Discussion of Books, Seminars or Conferences 
Eric: “In those days everybody in church planting was going to every single 
possible conference and retreat. So we were always hashing through that.” 
Mike: “We were constantly reading books together.” 
2 
Action Items 
Chris: “He always ends every meeting with what he calls action items. You 
write them down…and you don’t get back together until you are finished with 
your action items.” 
1 
 
 
Seventy-five percent of the subjects reported that their needs and questions were 
central to the mentoring agenda. Forty-four percent said they worked through either a 
published curriculum or the mentor’s unpublished materials. Other primary activities 
included Bible study or devotionals, discussion of assigned materials or activities, and 
action items. 
 
Setting a Course 
One of the questions in the interview asked each subject to describe how his 
mentor helped shape his vision for his church plant. This question grew out of the 
conceptual framework’s suggestion that one of the ways mentors assist their protégés is 
  Cowart  88   
 
by helping them navigate the major transitions of life. Three subjects reported that their 
mentors had little impact on the shaping of their vision for church planting. Even in those 
cases, however, the subjects recognized their mentors’ broader impact and how it helped 
them move into church planting. Brad and Brian explain, 
Brad: It was not so much vision to plant a church as much as it was a vision of 
what a life looked like sold out to Christ. But the church part was not even 
in there. But it was watching men who believed that the gospel was worth 
their while. 
 
Brian: He would not be a great church planter. But he recognized those abilities 
in me and freed me to do some of that stuff….The relationship was born 
out of me just wanting to grow spiritually, and not having a clue what I 
was going to do life-wise. And the guy gave me unbelievable amounts of 
time and care and I can go on and on. 
 
For others, the role of the mentor was more direct. Sam had given almost no 
though to church planting until his mentor exposed him to the concept. Jim had heard 
about church planting, but did not hold it as a high value until his mentors helped him see 
“what can be accomplished through church planting.” They accomplished this through 
“constant exposure to new things and new possibilities.” For Sean, the vision and 
motivation was already present, but his mentor “helped clarify and focus” it. For Eric, the 
fact that his mentor shared his vision was one of the primary reasons the relationship 
“clicked.”  
Several subjects spoke of the value of their mentors’ personal experience in 
church planting. For Chris, having someone “who had done it” provided him with a 
model that gave shape to his vision. Scott expands on that idea: 
I think when I came, the best thing I could have possibly had was seeing a 
model.  So I was able to observe the mother church. At that time, they 
were 8 years old and running 800, and had just moved into their first 
facility. Then to be able to see how they were putting together all their 
programming, from children, to youth, to singles. Just to be able to 
observe all of that and then to be able to talk to their children’s pastor or 
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their youth pastor or their choir director or whatever area of ministry that I 
felt like I needed to shore up a little bit. I had someone I could talk to 
individually and go to them and they could help me. Just being able to see 
it happening on a weekly basis was just an incredible thing. 
John recounts how his mentor’s success gave him courage to go forward: 
[My mentor] went up to New England, started a church without a core 
team, had two services on day one with two staff people, thinking that 
there was going to be five hundred people there in the middle of no where, 
never having seen it done before. Seeing that in him has given me greater 
confidence to take greater steps of faith.  
For Robert, his mentor’s experience helped shape his vision by giving him an intuitive 
sense of what success looks and feels like. He explains, 
I would say he has never put words in my mouth or even purposefully 
articulated it [the vision] to me. But he has given me experience with him 
that has shown what it ought to look like in the local church. And I tell 
you, this is how I have led as a result. It’s like a salmon swimming 
upstream. That salmon could not even necessarily draw a map to tell you 
how to find where it was spawned, but it instinctively knows where the 
water is, and there is one reason why he knows. He has been there. There 
is no substitute for having been there. And I think I have a sense for when 
the water feels right because I have been in the water. And the water I 
have been in is his water. And so absolutely my vision for the local church 
and even my vision for my own role leading this church is very much 
shaped by his example. 
The Role of Accountability 
When asked about the role of accountability in their mentoring relationships, all 
subjects reported some measure of accountability in each of their relationships. The kinds 
of accountability described in their responses can generally be characterized as formal, 
informal, or both formal and informal (see Table 4.12).  
When the responses were more carefully analyzed, other insights arose. A total of 
seven subjects (43 percent) reported at least some kind of formal accountability. Of those, 
only one (6 percent) said that his formal accountability involved personal and spiritual 
matters. More commonly reported formal elements included such things as academic, 
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denominational, and task/goal progress reports. 
 
Table 4.12 
Accountability in the Relationship 
 
Kind of Accountability Frequency (# of subjects) 
All accountability was informal 9 
Elements of both formal and informal accountability 4 
All accountability was formal 3 
 
 
 
In contrast, thirteen subjects (81 percent) reported some kind of informal 
accountability. Accountability that was characterized as informal involved no written 
reports or standard questions. The accountability was “felt” by the protégé and typically 
extended to personal and spiritual matters, as well as professional matters. Robert and 
Jerry articulate well what many of the subjects seemed to be trying to express when they 
described the kind of accountability that existed in their relationships: 
Robert: I would say this. In any area of my life, if I were to fall on my face, he 
would be one of the first guys that I would think about that I would have 
to go to and say, ‘Man I blew it.’ He has never asked me pointblank, ‘Tell 
me about your thought life.’ I mean, we’ve never had that conversation. 
But I’ll tell you this: I feel a huge accountability to him. 
 
Jerry: All of my mentors I consider friends, close friends. And because of that, 
you know the feeling, the responsibility that we have to each other….If 
they were to see something in my life that they were concerned with, they 
have a responsibility to me as a friend and as a brother to bring it to my 
attention. To me it’s just kind of a known thing; just in the relationship. 
 
Whether formal or informal, none of the sixteen subjects expressed negative 
sentiments over the presence of accountability in their relationships with their mentors. 
On the contrary, many seemed to cherish it. For Scott, accountability was a way of 
“honoring God” and served to “build a hedge around us.” Ben said, “I want him to be 
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able to talk into my life. When he sees something funny, he should tell me.” John 
expressed disappointment because he felt he did not get enough accountability. In his 
eyes, “It would be good to know that they really are concerned.” 
One of the ways that mentors exercised informal accountability was simply by 
asking questions. Most of the subjects implied that those questions tended to be broad 
and open-ended. For some, however, the questions were very specific and focused. The 
following exchange provides an example of such questions and reveals why they were 
well-received: 
Sean:  There was never a time when he said, “Sean, you better do this or else.” 
He would say, “I see you really want to have some better devotional time. 
So what are you going to do about that?” And I would say, “Well, I’m 
going to try to do this and this.” Then he’d ask me about it. Sometimes I 
did and sometimes I didn’t. 
 
Keith:  Did you ever feel that was intrusive or was it welcomed? 
 
Sean: Oh, it was a welcomed thing because he was dealing with issues that I 
raised. I think that’s what made the difference. 
 
For Robert, on the other hand, such a structured approach to accountability violates the 
“fatherly” quality of a mentor that is so important to him. He explains, 
I think sometimes we can wire these things so structured that there is no 
romance. There is a romance between a young man and an older man, and 
you know what, they love each other. It’s an interesting kind of love. I 
mean he loves me and I love him. If I had a dad and I sat down to talk with 
my dad, it would not be with a piece of paper in front of him and he is 
asking me 10 questions. That is not how a son talks to his dad. 
For Eric, accountability is an inherent quality of “any honest relationship.” 
Brian’s description of his relationship with his mentor is a good example of how honesty 
leads to accountability: 
You know if I messed up with my wife-to-be, that was on the table the 
minute we got together. I mean, he never said, “Let’s go through a check 
list of this, this, and this.” Somehow, there was a trust level where I just 
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came in and said, “This is what is going on.” 
Later in the exchange, Brian revealed one of the factors that contributed to such a high 
degree of honesty and trust: “The crazy thing is, he was as open with me as I was with 
him; which taught me a ton.”  
Empowering the Protégé  
According to the conceptual framework, the nature of mentoring involves the 
empowerment of the protégé. The last question in this section (What role did your 
mentor(s) play in opening the door for you to plant your new church?) was meant to 
explore that aspect of mentoring. As it turned out, the responses told more about the 
sponsoring role of the mentor (a practical element explored in the next section). Some 
responses, however, did provide insight into the ways mentors empowered their protégés. 
Additionally, insights emerged in other sections of the interview. 
At the most basic level, subjects spoke of how their mentors helped them to 
embrace their own identity as a person and church planter. This contribution was 
particularly important for Joe: 
I can remember one time in particular when I was still trying to get a very 
specific grasp on [my vision]. He looked at me and said, “That is who you 
are. You need to be that.” I think I had black boots, black jeans and a 
denim shirt on. And he said, “That is who you are right there, and that’s 
what you need to be. And you need to not try to be anything else.” 
Later in the interview, Joe referred again to this event in response to a question about his 
mentor’s greatest contributions to his development as a person. Jerry had a similar 
experience with his mentor: 
One day I came in because I was struggling with this call. I didn’t feel 
worthy and I was just very immature. I knew God had called me, but why 
would he use a guy like me. I didn’t fit the profile. So I went in there and 
talked to him, and he counseled me, and I really felt grateful to him.  So I 
started to get up from the couch and said, “Well, thank you very much.” 
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Something like that—I can’t remember the exact words. And he 
immediately grabbed my hand and sat me back down. And he said, “No 
Jerry, I want to thank you.” And I said, “Thank me?” I was trying to think 
back, and he said, “Jerry, the only thing that we have to give each other is 
our time. Jerry, you just gave me 30 minutes of your life that is very 
personal to you and I’m grateful to you.” And that changed me. 
In both these instances, empowerment began when the mentor sought to give 
value to the protégé as a person, not for what he could do in terms of ability. In a similar 
vein, several protégés talked about the impact of having a mentor who believed in them. 
This time, however, the mentor’s belief in the protégé’s ability seemed to be important. 
The following examples illustrate the empowering effect of the mentor’s belief in the 
protégé’s prospects for success: 
Scott:  I often said this, “They believed in me when I did not believe in 
myself….They saw the potential when I was raw.” (In response to the 
question, “What were the most important contributions of your mentors in 
terms of your success as a church planter?”) 
 
Brad:  It’s been that someone believed in us. And I can run a long ways on that. 
And they continued to believe in us, and that has my marriage, my role as 
a dad, husband, and leader. That has been huge. Confidence, belief, trust. 
They have trusted us. (In response to the question, “What were the most 
important contributions of your mentors in terms of your development as a 
person?”) 
 
Jim:  He’s a guy who just believed in me. I did all of this much later in life and 
wasn’t married at the time. So, I kept thinking, “I can’t do this.” I tried to 
come up with every excuse. I can’t live on a pastor’s salary. I’m not 
married. He just confirmed that he thought this was something I could do. 
 
Another example of empowerment was seen in the mentor’s commitment to 
drawing out the best in the protégé as opposed to recreating himself in the protégé. Sean 
talks about how his mentor did this: 
That’s one of the things I always have appreciated about him. Not once, 
ever, have I felt that he was trying to mold me or shape me. His first 
question was, “Okay, where do you want to go and how can I help you get 
there?” It was never his agenda, never his idea. He said, “Okay, what’s 
your idea? How can I help you shape it? How can I help you make it 
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better? How can I help you put it on paper?” It was that kind of approach, 
which I think is the right one to do. Because it’s very easy to try to transfer 
your own vision or experience onto someone else. He did not do that. 
John found the same quality in his mentor when it came to his vision. He says, “[My 
mentor] has talked about vision quite often, primarily in the context of this: your vision is 
specific for you. Don’t feel like you have to be like them.”  
Delegating responsibility and providing ministry opportunities is another way 
mentors empowered their protégés. Scott’s first mentor called several pastors in the area 
and arranged for him to go and share his testimony in the Sunday morning services. 
When Sean was serving as an intern, his mentor gave him responsibility for the singles 
ministry in his church. Brian’s mentor shared the services with him when he was asked to 
preach in revivals. Many other specific examples will be discussed in a later section, but 
these illustrate how the mentor empowers the protégé by providing opportunities to do 
ministry. 
Ultimately, empowerment was expressed when the mentor released his protégé. 
Bill was the only subject in this study who expressed tension with his mentor in this 
regard. Yet even in this case, the tension was more within Bill than between he and his 
mentor. He explains,  
When I realized that my leadership skills were developing, I intentionally 
decided to move away into other areas of the country to serve. I would 
come back and report to him, but as far as development I had to somehow 
gently get away from him because I did not want to have conflict between 
me and him. 
None of the other subjects in this study reported any measure of conflict in regards to 
their mentor’s willingness to release them. Most expressed great support and 
encouragement as they “left the nest.” The most profound example of a mentor freely 
releasing his protégé can be seen in Sean’s story: 
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He gave us permission to take up to twenty leaders; anybody we could 
recruit. He convinced the church to pay three-fourths of my salary for two 
years, including benefits. He let me keep my office and use secretarial 
help, copy machines and that kind of thing….I have no doubt the church 
would not have done that without his leadership. 
The Element of Attraction 
Subjects were not asked directly about the element of attraction in their mentoring 
relationships. Nevertheless, the issue came up in two ways. First, several subjects talked 
about the role affinity played in their relationships with their mentors. Eric and Robert 
voiced strong opinions about the importance of affinity between the mentor and protégé: 
Eric: For [my mentor] and I it was a matchmaking thing, but it was also—to 
stay with that theme—it was a match made in heaven. Our style, our 
theology, all that stuff really paralleled quite well. So it wasn’t so much 
that he had to breathe vision into what we were doing, it was because we 
clicked. I don’t know if I’m making a judgment on him, but I don’t know 
if he would have the same time and patience and energy and compassion 
with somebody else who had a different vision from him….Because either 
the mentor is going to then be antagonistic towards your vision or they are 
not really going to understand it. 
 
Robert: I think with a mentor-protégé relationship it’s got to be kind of a mutual 
attraction.  Bobby Clinton says in his book, The Making of a Leader, that 
leaders need leaders and leaders know leaders. And I think a guy who is a 
visionary or directional leader recognizes that in younger men and is kind 
of drawn to it. And I think those guys were drawn to me for the very same 
reasons I was drawn to them. There was a chemistry. 
 
Other subjects, while not downplaying the importance of affinity, marveled at the 
way their relationships worked in spite of great differences. Brian was a young, catalytic 
leader who lived on the edge. His mentor was a college professor whom Brian described 
as “a blue collar kind of guy” and “not a very dynamic speaker.” He admitted, “A lot of 
the stuff I do scares him.” Nevertheless, he said the two of them “just really connected.” 
Jerry had a similar experience with his mentor, also a professor: 
He was on the committee that translated the NIV and New American 
Standard. I mean this guy was a scholar—about as totally different from 
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me as you can get, but God just used him. And when that guy would teach, 
and some people would think he was boring, but for whatever reason, the 
Word came a live when that guy started to preach or teach to me. And it 
was just that moment at that time in my life that God used him. 
Carl and his mentor clashed in the early stages of their relationship because they 
were too much alike. Nevertheless, the following excerpt reveals that affinity can be 
cultivated over time: 
We were both in our 20s and highly competitive. [My mentor] likes to say 
“If Christians could hate each other Carl and [mentor] did.” It was just part 
of our own immaturity, but we persevered through it, and cultivated a 
deeper relationship because of it. I count him as one of my closest friends. 
In each of these examples, the subject reported an important connection with his 
mentor, sometimes in spite of significant differences between the protégés and their 
mentors. Thus, while affinity seemed to be a central ingredient in each of the 
relationships in this study, it is a quality that is difficult to define. Take, for example, the 
following two excerpts from my interview with Eric:  
[My mentor] is a very intense person. I remember one time he was talking 
about cell group ministry, and about half way through I said, “Hold on are 
you angry with me?” He said—he looked very shocked—and he said, 
“Well of course not.” And I said, “Well you sound like you are really 
angry.” So I’m not an intense person. I’m a very laid back person and [my 
mentor] is a double A personality and I’m not. 
   I have a hard time imaging how a matchmaking process can work when 
you take a mentor who is Type A, traditional, conservative, going down 
the list, and match him with a church planter who is everything he is not 
and that work. Now I’m sure some place out there it’s working, but what I 
attribute the success of [my mentor’s] and my relationship to is that we 
were different, but our goals were the same, our values were the same, our 
styles were very similar. We were coming out of the same thought, the 
same books, the schools, so we tracked very well together. 
On the one hand, Eric admitted that he and his mentor had very different 
personalities. On the other hand, he said they shared a common style. Since personality 
and style are closely related, it is difficult to pinpoint precisely what constitutes attraction 
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in this case. Eric seems to be saying that significant differences do not hurt the mentoring 
relationship as long as other important points of connection are shared. In the end, 
affinity seems to be an elusive quality that is essential to the mentoring relationship, but 
one that is fully understood only by the mentor and protégé.  
A second way subjects raised the issue of attraction was in regards to the matter 
of pursuit: in particular, the responsibility of the protégé to pursue the mentor. Earlier 
findings demonstrated that the mentor rarely takes the initiative in establishing the 
relationship with his protégé. What happens, however, after the relationship is 
established? Does the mentor pursue the protégé, or is it the protégé’s responsibility to 
pursue the mentor? While one subject (John) suggested that mentors ought to be more 
aggressive in seeking out protégés, others felt that it is the responsibility of the protégé to 
pursue the mentor. Robert best expresses this conviction: 
I feel real strongly about this. It’s the role of the protégé to pursue the 
mentor. And the protégé has got to be so hungry. Somebody asked 
Socrates to mentor them, and Socrates took the guy down to the water and 
held his head under the water. When the guy came gasping up for air, 
Socrates said, “When you are as hungry for truth as you were for air, then 
you can be my disciple.” And I think when a guy wants to be discipled or 
mentored or whatever term you want to put on it, they want to be pursued 
by the mentor. And I think it’s their role to pursue the mentor. 
Ben expresses the same conviction from a slightly different perspective. He says,  
I don’t think I can go to somebody and say, “You know, I need to mentor 
you.” That person is not going to be able to receive from me. Whereas, if 
that person wants to be mentored and says, “You know, I want to be 
mentored by Ben,” he will come up and say, “Will you mentor me?” And I 
can say, “Well, here’s how we’re going to mentor.”  
What Robert and Ben seem to be saying is that one of the keys to attraction in the 
mentoring relationship is the desire of the protégé to learn and grow as demonstrated by 
his or her willingness to pursue the mentor.  
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The Practical Elements of Mentoring 
The third research question was “What do church planters identify as the most 
helpful practical elements of their mentoring relationships?” The aim of this question was 
to discover the practical ways mentors developed their protégés in terms of knowledge, 
skills, and values. Though the conceptual framework suggested a number of specific 
functions typically associated with mentoring, I chose not to explore each of these 
individually. Rather, I took a broader approach by simply asking each subject to share 
how his mentor helped him grow in terms of knowledge, skills, and values. This 
approach allowed each subject to focus on those functions that were most significant to 
him, and it increased the possibility of identifying new functions. 
Increasing Knowledge 
When asked to share how their mentors increased their knowledge of pastoral 
ministry and church planting in particular, subjects gave responses that may be grouped 
in the following six categories: talking/discussing; resourcing; formal teaching; attending 
conferences and seminars; referrals to seminars, conferences, or networks; and the use of 
published curriculum. Table 4.13 shows the number of subjects who shared examples in 
each category. 
 
Table 4.13 
How Mentors Contributed to Growth in Knowledge 
 
Type of Contribution Frequency (# of subjects) 
Talking/ Discussing 16 
Resourcing 9 
Formal Teaching by Mentor 7 
Referrals to Seminars/Conferences/Networks 7 
Self-guided Curriculums/Toolkits 2 
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All sixteen subjects reported that one of the ways their mentors increased their 
knowledge was by talking through relevant issues with them. Many times the protégé 
initiated the discussion by asking for the mentor’s advice or perspective on a particular 
issue. At other times, the mentor raised the issue for discussion. The following excerpts 
illustrate what this kind of sharing looked like: 
Sean:  We would talk about church planting and he would say, “Well, this is 
what I’ve seen happening in other church or based on reading I’ve done. 
Here’s kind of how it works.” It was a very informal thing. There wasn’t a 
teaching. 
 
Robert: It comes out of questions I would have where I would say something like, 
“[Mentor], this is what I’m feeling; this is what I’m thinking the church 
needs; this is what I’m hearing in the body; is it too early to make that 
kind of move or pull the trigger on this kind of hire?” And what I would 
get back from him a lot of times may be, “You are asking the right 
questions, thinking the right things. In fact, you are struggling with them 
ten years sooner that I struggled with them.” So he would even probably 
solve with me, and then think through with me philosophically how I go 
about thinking about that problem. 
 
Mike:  With [him] it was pretty much forming the framework; the Socratic 
method of sitting, talking, discussing. 
 
Brad:  So much of it is watching them and then asking, “Why did you make that 
decision and what was it like to live through that?” Or watching [him] lead 
through a crisis and taking notes, writing down what he said, what the 
responses were, and why he did it the way he did it. I think with each of 
these guys, the knowledge part has been learning by watching and seeing 
and being with. 
 
The ability and willingness to share resources was another way mentors increased 
the knowledge of their protégés. Books were by far the most prominent kind of resource 
provided or recommended by mentors, but they also passed along tapes and toolkits or 
self-study manuals. Often, these resources became the basis for the kinds of discussions 
mentioned above. Carl found these discussions to be the most important way his mentor 
contributed to his knowledge base. This approach was also a prominent feature in Jim’s 
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mentoring: 
He would come in with a stack of books probably about three feet high.  
He would slam them on the floor and say, “I read these this week. What 
did you read?” And then he would give us a list of books that everybody 
ought to read. He really challenged me and I think everyone to become 
learners and readers. 
Teaching was a third way protégés said their mentors contributed to their 
knowledge base. In three cases, the teaching was a function of the mentor’s vocation as a 
professor. Church planting coaches also tended to use a formal teaching format as a 
component of their training. Ben shares how his mentor, a pastor who trained several 
protégés at a time, used a classroom setting to lay a foundation through teaching: 
He would teach leadership skills, time management, creative 
communications. He taught these things in fourteen or sixteen-week 
sessions every morning. He would say, “I’m going to teach People Skills 
and Time Management for this semester. Then Leadership 101.” Then the 
second year he’ll do something called Leadership 201 and Restructuring 
the Church. 
Mentors did not limit their protégés to their own knowledge and experience. 
Another way they increased their knowledge was by connecting their protégés with other 
specialists, experts in the field, or training networks. Sean’s mentor connected him to a 
network of church planters called a “New Church Incubator.” Mike and John were given 
opportunities to spend personal time with key staff members or other professionals in the 
church. Several subjects spoke of the value of seminars and conferences. By sending or 
taking the protégé to these gatherings, the mentor could expose his protégé to specialists 
or experts in the field.  
Finally, two subjects said their mentors used a published curriculum (i.e., Bob 
Logan’s Church Planter’s Toolkit) to guide them intentionally through a process of 
preparing for their church plant. This curriculum provided a “map” for the mentoring 
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sessions as well as exercises for the protégé to complete outside the mentoring sessions. 
Developing Skills 
The degree to which the various mentors played a direct role in the skill 
development of the subjects varied significantly. Some mentors were very intentional 
about skill development while others were not. Intentional skill development was most 
prominent among, but not limited to, church planting coaches. Table 4.14 provides a 
summary of the categories in which subjects reported skill development and the actual 
number of subjects who reported development in each category. It should be noted that 
subjects were not polled on these categories. Rather, the categories emerged out of the 
spontaneous responses of the subjects. The aim of this approach was to get a more 
accurate assessment of where skill development was significant in the view of the 
subject. 
 
Table 4.14 
Areas of Skill Development 
 
Skill Developed Frequency (# of subjects) 
Leadership/Administration  13 
Preaching/Teaching 12 
Planning/Leading Worship 8 
Empowering/Equipping Laity 6 
Pastoral Care/Counseling 6 
Small Group Leadership 6 
Conflict Resolution 4 
Budgeting 2 
One-On-One Discipleship 1 
Time Management 1 
Speed Reading 1 
Listening 1 
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In addition to identifying the areas in which their mentors contributed to skill 
development, subjects were asked to expound on the way their mentors developed those 
skills. Their responses may be grouped into four categories: modeling, coaching, 
teaching, delegating. Table 4.15 shows the number of subjects who reported each type of 
method used in skill development. 
 
Table 4.15 
How Skills Were Developed 
 
Technique or Method Employed Frequency (# of subjects) 
Modeling and Observation 10 
Coaching 9 
Teaching 8 
On-the-Job Training  7 
 
 
The most common way subjects said their mentors contributed to their skill 
development was through modeling and observation. Scott gives a good explanation of 
how skills are developed through coaching and observation: 
You know how they say things are caught more than taught with your 
children? They can see what you say more than they can hear what you are 
saying. I’m probably that kind of learner where I have caught more than 
was taught by observation. But I’m a visual kind of guy, and I like 
pictures. It’s much easier for me to do it than it is for them to sit down and 
tell me how to do it and for me not be able to visualize how it’s done. 
In most cases, the modeling took place in natural settings while the protégé 
looked on. Thus, the training was not primarily intentional in nature, but simply a matter 
of the protégé observing the mentor as he modeled the skill. The following excerpts 
provide good examples of how the modeling occurred: 
Scott:  I often told him that I learned more listening to him preach than I did in 
homiletics because I could just hear how he made his transitions and 
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illustrations. 
Mike:  He would take me on pastoral calls. 
Robert:  I find myself in situations where in my mind I’m going, “Man, that sure 
sounded a lot like [my mentor].” And it sounds like [him] because I 
watched [him] do it, and I’m just doing it. 
John: Part of it has been watching. They have a leadership community that I 
observe. Then they do a breakout thing with their different ministries. The 
vision or leadership team goes away to his house and talks about the future 
once a month. So he has allowed me to sit in on those and observe the 
inner workings of the church. 
Ben: I used to go with him when he used to speak at a Rotary, and I just 
watched him and learned so much. To me that was a great mentoring 
experience because I got to see him apply what he teaches.  
The category of coaching is closely related to modeling but is a much more 
intentional process. Robert likened it to having “another set of hands wrapped around the 
bat the first time you’re trying to learn how to hit a ball.” As seen in the following 
examples, coaching often occurred when protégés specifically asked their mentors to help 
them solve a problem or address an issue: 
Chris:  I will never forget one conversation where I said, “I’ve got a lot of people 
coming to me saying they feel called to ministry.” And their follow-up 
question is, “When are you going to hire me?” [He] walked me through a 
philosophy that he developed that is a cell multiplication approach that 
says, ‘I don’t hire you. You have to hire yourself.” 
Scott:  When we got ready to build our first building, [he] came over to my 
office, sat down with me and said, “Okay, what you do is look at the 
finished product and let’s move all the way back to the very beginning and 
figure out how to get there.” So, he moved me all the way backwards—all 
the way back to breaking ground. He helped me to see how that building 
went together and then how to plan it. 
Brad:  [He] spent a year evaluating our sermons. We would get on the phone and 
we would talk through, and he would comment on them. He is a great 
communicator and so he basically coached us for a year. 
Jim:  So I pulled together a steering for committee and made [my mentor] the 
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chairman. He said, “Here’s what you need to do. Set a timeline. You’ve 
got to have a start date, then move back from there. Put the timeline 
together and here are all the things that you need to do.” I was probably on 
the phone to [him] every day for a good period of time as we were getting 
closer to the plant. He became a good friend through it and provided a lot 
of the practical, hands-on guidance that I needed. 
Ben:  He always watches and gives feedback, always….So when I’m speaking 
to other pastors or something, he’ll say, “Ben, that was real good, but 
here’s one point where you could have really rammed it home.” Or he’ll 
say, “You went over that point too many times. You’ve got to figure that 
they’re pretty smart, so they’re going to get it after the first time, so don’t 
keep repeating it.” 
Another way subjects said their mentors developed their skills was through 
teaching. Sean’s mentor taught him how to use assessment tools for premarital 
counseling. Chris and Sam had mentors who taught them the basics of church planting 
through an academic course. Ben and Jim had mentors who taught “in-house” courses on 
leadership, small groups, and the like. Joe’s mentor was a church planting coach who 
regularly held clinics for the purpose of teaching the fundamentals of church planting and 
developing skill sets for his protégés.  
The final way subjects said their mentors developed their skills was by giving 
them “on-the-job-training.” For some, training took the form of an internship or staff 
position under the supervision of their mentors. Other subjects spoke of opportunities to 
preach, lead ministry teams, or lead home cell groups. Brad said that his mentor arranged 
for him to get on-the-job leadership training through an internship program with a large 
corporation. Scott felt this kind of training was the most beneficial and that it most 
closely resembled the way Jesus trained his disciples. He explains,  
Jesus never put them in a class. He just got out there and did ministry with 
them. So, I really like that role and relationship of just doing ministry 
together. I think the best way to learn is to learn on the job with someone 
helping you. 
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Instilling Values 
When subjects were asked how their mentors contributed to their growth in terms 
of character and values, they responded on two levels. First, they named values or 
character traits that they saw in their mentors. Analysis of these responses revealed a long 
list of qualities, such as integrity, investing one’s life in others, a kingdom mentality, 
balancing family and work, perseverance, love of scripture, evangelism, transparency, 
excellence, personal health, humility, listening, work, and worship. None of these 
responses stood out prominently. Subjects mentioned integrity more than any other trait, 
but even this trait was named only five times.  
Determining the degree to which the mentor’s influence was responsible for 
instilling the value in the protégé was also difficult. In a few cases, the subject clearly 
stated that they now embrace a value they first observed in their mentor. In other cases, 
the language seemed only to demonstrate admiration or respect on the part of the subject. 
Four subjects specifically commented that their values were largely “in place” by the 
time their mentoring relationships were established. In these cases, the only contribution 
from the mentor was to confirm, validate, or strengthen an already-held value.  
 
Table 4.16 
How Values Were Instilled 
 
How Values Were Instilled Frequency (# of subjects) 
The mentor modeled/live out the value 14 
The mentor communicated the value 6 
 
 
 
The second level on which subjects responded to the question reflected the 
protégé’s sense of how these values were transferred to the protégé (see Table 4.16). On 
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this level, the findings were much more noteworthy. Fourteen of the sixteen subjects said 
the impact of these values or character traits came from the way the mentor modeled or 
lived them out.  
The following excerpts reveal the power of the mentor’s life and actions when it 
comes to passing along specific values: 
Sean:  He just did it [investing in others]. He just modeled it, and that is 
definitely a value that I have embraced and intentionally model and talk 
about with my staff now. 
Brian:  I can’t emphasize enough the transparency, which I think brings 
humility….If you can allow people to see who you really are, you bring 
humility. He is very God-dependent, so prayer and worship are a huge part 
of his life, which spilled over into my life. 
Robert:  I go back and say what I have valued the most from [him]. He gave me 
himself, and so I’m giving myself to those guys. So the reason why I’m 
doing that the way I’m doing it is because of what I value so much about 
what [he] gave me. 
Jim: I think it got into me simply because I saw him living them out. For 
instance, he’ll say, “You need to work really hard. You need to take care 
of yourself, get exercise”, which I don’t do very often. But when I saw 
him doing those kind of things, I wanted to be like him. It just came from 
watching him. 
While modeling a value by living it had the greatest impact on the subjects, six 
subjects also spoke of the significance of the mentor’s verbal communication of that 
value. The following excerpts typify those comments: 
Joe:  So the value of reproduction was highly communicated and passionately 
delivered by both these guys. 
Mike:  [He] would be the major influence in my life around character 
development. Discussing ministry, rights and wrongs, how to walk with 
the Lord and how that relates to ministry. 
John:  It’s a value I’ve kind of picked up on that if we’re going to advance the 
cause of this church we’ve got to reach the people other churches aren’t. 
They can have those people, we’re going to go for these people—so that’s 
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a value….He told stories of things they had done in their church [to reach 
the lost]. 
An Overview of Mentoring Roles and Functions 
Though subjects were not asked to comment on any specific roles or functions, 
such comments were tracked for comparison to the conceptual framework. The 
conceptual framework identified three roles (role model, nurturer, and care giver) and six 
mentoring functions (teaching, coaching, encouraging, counseling, sponsoring, and 
befriending) that are typically associated with mentoring relationships. While roles have 
more to do with who the mentor is in the eyes of the protégé, functions have to do with 
what the mentor does for the protégé.  
The primary aim of tracking these roles and functions was not to see how many 
times subjects referred to each one, but to find concrete examples of mentoring roles and 
functions as they occurred in actual relationships and were deemed significant by the 
subjects. A second aim was to determine if the subjects in this study revealed any 
significant roles or functions not reflected in the conceptual framework.  
Roles. According to the conceptual framework, a mentor plays three roles in the 
life of the protégé. As a role model, the mentor embodies a way of life desired by the 
protégé. As nurturer, the mentor provides an environment in which growth can be 
maximized. As a care giver, the mentor gives attention to the full range of the protégé’s 
needs. The findings of this study provide significant examples of how each role is 
fulfilled in the lives of the subjects, but do not offer new roles for consideration. 
Role model. Previous findings demonstrated numerous ways that mentors 
modeled specific skills and values, but they do not reflect the meaning of the mentor’s 
role as a role model. The role is more comprehensive and more intuitive than the 
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function. Brad spoke of his mentors as role models when he said, “What it comes down 
to is listening to a guy espouse a message and then watching him live it.” For John, the 
success of his mentor instilled hope and confidence that he could be successful as well. 
For Robert, having a role model provided an experience of “what it ought to look like.” 
As a result, he can now say, “I think I have a sense for when the water feels right because 
I have been in the water. And the water I have been in is his water.” Scott expressed a 
similar thought when he said,  
You walk with winners, you become a winner. There is a lot of truth in 
that. When you walk with visionary people, you become a visionary 
person. So just being able to walk where they have walked and to rub 
shoulders with these men—it’s been an incredible thing. 
As a role model, the mentor embodies a way of life that is attractive and desirable 
to the protégé. Thus, Chris spoke of his mentors as role models when he said he “wanted 
to emulate them” because of the respect he had for them. Eric and Ben expand on that 
idea in these comments: 
Eric: A son who respects his father and loves his father will do some of the 
same things that his father does. Dad loves baseball, so the kid doesn’t 
understand a thing about baseball, but he will sit on the couch and watch it 
because Dad does. I highly respected [my mentor]. He was a good friend, 
and if he was going to plant a church—which he did—it would be almost 
inevitable that I was going to plant a church. If he tried something, I tried 
it.  So he ventured out into the church planting—the daughtering of 
churches—and it was only predictable that I would, within a couple of 
years, do the same thing.  Because I would watch him, watch how he did 
it, and then I would do it. 
Ben:  I think to myself, “I want to be a man of integrity like him.” I really want 
to be able to say, “What you see in the light, I do the same thing in the 
dark. I don’t do something different.” I think because of his consistency as 
a godly man, that helped me want to be that kind of person God would be 
pleased with. 
Nurturer. In the conceptual framework, a mentor served in a nurturing role when 
he cultivated an environment for growth. In addition to the various practical ways 
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mentors contributed to the development of their protégés’ knowledge, skills, and values, 
cultivating an environment for growth involved such things as expressing belief in the 
protégé and offering a safe relationship. The subjects in this study spoke often of the 
power of having a mentor who believed in them. For Scott, the confidence to pursue 
church planting was rooted in the conviction that his mentors believed in him when he 
did not believe in himself. Carl also spoke of the importance of knowing his mentors 
believed in him when he said, “The biggest thing is you’ve got somebody who is taking 
an interest in you; who says, ‘I believe in you. I want to see you succeed and thrive. And 
when you’ve got somebody in your corner like that, that’s very affirming.”  
For some subjects, the sense of having someone who believed in them was 
derived from the actions of their mentors. Other mentors communicated their belief 
directly and verbally to the protégé. Jim had strong doubts about his abilities to plant a 
church and “tried to come up with every excuse” why he could not do it. His mentor 
helped him get over the hurdle by “confirming that he thought this was something I could 
do.” He revealed the impact of verbal affirmation when he stated immediately afterwards 
that this was “the first time” anyone had expressed that belief. Robert told of two 
occasions when his mentor verbally expressed belief in him. Of particular significance is 
the emotional quality of these stories:  
The last conversation I had with him was a week ago. His Christmas gift 
to me was, he said into the phone, “Robert Smith does not have to do 
anything to impress me because he is already impressive to me.” I started 
crying on the phone. So that is very personal. He came to visit with me 
here in [protégé’s city] two years ago. We were standing outside the hotel, 
and it was one of those beautiful evenings here in [protégé’s city]. It was 
in the spring, and we were standing there, and he looked at me, and he 
goes, “On an evening like this on your way home from work—any given 
day during the week—there are times I want you to pull off the side of the 
road, roll down your window, and if you listen real carefully, you will be 
able to hear me in [mentor’s city] cheering for you.” Now, I’m crying 
  Cowart  110   
 
telling you this. You tell me what that means to a thirty-eight year old man 
who is pulling himself up by the boot straps doing the hardest thing he has 
ever done trying to lead a church. 
Nurturing also means providing a safe environment in which growth may be 
maximized. Though never asked directly if they felt safe with their mentors, several 
subjects noted the importance of that quality in their relationships. Jerry was confident he 
could talk to his mentor “about anything” because he knew that he was a “safe” person. 
That sense of safety and its effects is well illustrated in this comment by Sean: 
[He] and I have been friends for fifteen years now. He is the one person in 
my life that I always know is for me, no matter what’s going on. If 
everybody else hates me, I know [he] is for me and that makes all the 
difference in the world. I think that’s probably the greatest gift that he’s 
given to me as a mentor and as a friend. I know that no matter where I’m 
at, no matter what’s going on, even if I’m a jerk, he’s still for me. 
Therefore, when I talk to him there is a rest, a peace, that he is a safe 
person. That’s a big deal. 
On several occasions, Brian spoke of the value of vulnerability and transparency 
in his relationship with his mentor. Before meeting him, he says, “I didn’t know it was 
okay. Church had taught me to be the opposite of that—to look good.” Brian’s mentor 
laid a foundation of trust by modeling transparency and vulnerability in his own life. He 
explains, 
You know if I messed up with my wife-to-be, that was on the table the 
minute we got together….Somehow there was a trust level where I just 
came in and said this is what is going on. I played basketball, and I got 
really upset at a guy at one point. That battle with hate and whatever was 
on the table.  The crazy thing is he was as open with me as I was with him, 
which taught me a ton. 
Care giver. As care giver, the mentor gives attention to the spiritual, professional, 
and personal needs of the protégé. For the most part, findings related to the mentor’s role 
of care giver have already been displayed. In the section entitled, “Whole-life Concerns,” 
the findings revealed that each of the sixteen subjects felt that their mentors’ concern for 
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them went beyond their professional development. When asked to describe specific ways 
their mentors’ expressed their concerns, subjects gave examples in the areas of marriage 
and family, personal health and welfare, spiritual issues, finances, rest and recreation, and 
rites of passage (see Table 4.8).  
Evidence of the mentor’s role as care giver can also be found in the section 
entitled, “Format.” This section explored the structure and agenda of the various 
mentoring relationships. Analysis of the subjects’ responses revealed that “protégé’s 
needs/questions” was the primary agenda item most commonly reported. This finding 
reflects the mentor’s central concern for the needs of the protégé. 
One finding related to the mentor’s role as care giver that has not yet been 
reported has to do with the mentor’s willingness to be available and accessible to the 
protégé. Scott explains why availability and accessibility are expressions of care and 
concern: 
As I thought about the time that these men have put into my life, I will 
forever be indebted. As children say, they spell love “t-i-m-e,” and that 
was one way that these men showed me how much they loved and cared 
for me through those years. 
Though never questioned directly about this matter, eleven of the sixteen subjects 
specifically mentioned the value of having a mentor who was available and accessible to 
them. Five subjects (Sean, Joe, Scott, Jim, Jerry) identified this quality as one of the most 
important contributions of their mentors. Others did not use those words, but the passion 
with which they spoke seemed to communicate the same conviction. For example, Brian 
says, “The guy gave me unbelievable amounts of time and care, and I can go on and on.” 
The following story from Robert is another good example of the value subjects placed on 
their mentors’ gifts of availability: 
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We had been meeting at this Marriott Courtyard where we always use to 
meet. It was either there for a muffin or we would go to Waffle House. I 
had already said goodbye, and I went into the restroom, and I’m sitting 
there on the toilet in this Marriott Courtyard, and all of a sudden two feet 
appear at the base of the door. I thought it was [my mentor] standing there, 
and he said, “Robert, when you get over there to [the city where you’re 
planting], you are going to need someone to talk to. I want to be that guy.” 
And it was like at that point he was saying to me, “You are not going 
alone. I’m not going to hold your hand, but I want you to know this: I’m 
going to be your friend and I’m here for you.” And man, I almost started 
crying. What he said was, “You are getting ready to go off, and you are 
going to be scared spitless, and you are not going to know what you are 
doing. But you need to know this: I’m here for you.”   
These findings demonstrate that for many protégés, availability and access was a 
profound expression of love and concern. 
Functions. The six mentoring functions identified in the conceptual framework 
were teaching, coaching, encouraging, counseling, sponsoring, and befriending. Findings 
related to several of these functions have already been reported in various sections of this 
report. In those cases, the findings will be considered as a whole and summarized. For 
functions with no previously reported findings, a more thorough report will follow. 
Analysis of the sixteen interviews revealed behaviors and activities related to each 
of the six suggested functions. What is not clear, however, is whether these six categories 
alone do the best job of summing up the various behaviors and activities associated with 
mentoring. The conceptual framework referred to modeling as a subcategory (an activity) 
of the function of teaching. The subjects of this study, however, seemed to clearly 
distinguish modeling from teaching. In fact, modeling was more prominently mentioned 
than teaching. Coaching is also closely related to both teaching and modeling. Thus, for 
the purposes of analysis, teaching, coaching, and modeling will be considered separately. 
Other functions, such as supporting, directing or guiding, and discipling were also 
observed in the various mentoring relationships.  
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Teaching. When subjects spoke of the ways their mentors helped develop their 
knowledge, skills, and values, the function of teaching was regularly mentioned. What is 
most significant, however, is how subjects described that teaching. While all sixteen 
subjects spoke of teaching that occurred informally, only about half of them said they 
received any kind of formal instruction from their mentors (see Tables 4.13 and 4.14). 
Formal instruction came largely from mentors who were teachers or church planting 
coaches by trade. Only two subjects spoke of pastors who used formal teaching methods. 
Much more common was the informal “teaching” that occurred as mentors shared 
insights in the context of discussing various issues.  
Modeling. The function of modeling was particularly prominent in the subjects’ 
assessment of how their mentors contributed to the development of their skills and 
values. The opportunity to observe a skill or value in the life of the mentor was 
mentioned more than any other behavior or activity related to the mentor’s contributions 
in those two areas. This was particularly true in the area of values.  While six subjects 
said their mentors instilled values in them by verbally communicating those values, 
fourteen subjects said they were influenced by seeing their mentors live out a particular 
value.  
Coaching. For the purposes of analysis, the function of coaching was 
distinguished from modeling by the element of intent. A mentor might model a certain 
skill or value without being fully aware of the impact on the protégé. In activities or 
behaviors labeled as “coaching,” however, mentors were fully aware of their 
contributions to the protégé’s understanding or skill development.  
Coaching was distinguished from teaching by the elements of scope and 
orientation. Behaviors identified as teaching were broader in scope and more oriented 
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around concepts (principles, ideas, concepts). Coaching involved behaviors that were 
more narrowly focused and oriented around tasks or problems (skill development, 
problem solving). The primary question underlying coaching behaviors was, “How do I 
do it?”  
Coaching behaviors were particularly prominent in the area of skill development. 
Coaching was second only to modeling as the behavior protégés associated most often 
with their mentors’ approach to skill development. Coaching was particularly prominent 
in the development of leadership and preaching skills. Brad provides a good example: 
He did not sit down and say, “Now I’m going to show you how to lead a 
meeting.” He would lead. He did not sit down and say, “Here is how you 
make a decision.” I would watch him make it and then he would coach me 
with it. 
Coaching also occurred when protégés found themselves facing problems they 
could not solve or tasks they did not know how to approach. Drawing on their years of 
experience, mentors guided their protégés to a new level of understanding or ability. 
Protégés said their mentors coached them through such issues as church planting 
strategies, hiring, church discipline, staff leadership, building programs, and worship 
planning.  
Encouraging. Encouragement in one form or another was a prominent theme 
throughout the sixteen interviews. For Sean, it was the most important thing about his 
mentoring relationship. He explains,  
One of the most important things from my perspective in his being a good 
mentor for me is that he was always very encouraging. It was never, “I’m 
the teacher, you’re the learner. It was more like, “I’m here for you. You’re 
doing great. Things are going to be okay. Are you having fun?” It was that 
kind of stuff, which was exactly what I needed. I think the encouragement 
component was far and away the most important. 
 The most common way subjects said their mentors encouraged them was by 
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believing in them. The following comments reveal the emotional power of the mentor’s 
belief in the protégé: 
Sean:  If everybody else hates me, I know [he] is for me and that makes all the 
difference I the world….I think that’s probably the greatest gift that he’s 
given me as a mentor. 
Scott:  I often said this, “I think they believed in me when I did not believe in 
myself.” 
Carl:  The biggest thing is you’ve got somebody who is taking an interest in you, 
who says, “I believe in you. I want to see you succeed and thrive.” When 
you’ve got someone in your corner like that, that’s very affirming. 
Robert:  His Christmas gift to me was—he said into the phone, “Robert Smith does 
not have to do anything to impress me because he is already impressive to 
me.” I started crying on the phone. 
Brad:  It has been someone who believed in us. I can run a long ways on that, and 
they continue to believe in us, and it has affected my marriage, my role as 
a dad, husband, and leader. That has been huge. 
Jim: He got the ball rolling for me and believed in me—most importantly—
even when I didn’t believe in myself that I could do this. 
Another way mentors encouraged their protégés was by giving them perspective 
in the midst of challenging or trying times. The following examples demonstrate how this 
occurred:  
Sean:  Over the next three months, five out of those six couples either lost their 
jobs or transferred out of the area. I remember being really discouraged 
and saying, “What in the world is going on here? We’re losing people! 
That’s not how it’s supposed to work.” I remember [him] in that moment 
saying, “You know, Sean, six months from now we’re going to look back 
on this and see it as a defining moment, and we’re going to see how God 
brought other people onto your launch team, and I just know that’s going 
to happen.” And he was right. The tool kit wouldn’t have done me any 
good at that moment. Just the fact that I had someone who was cheering 
me on and saying, “No, it’s going to be okay,” has made all the difference. 
Bill:  At times, he was just saying, “It will be alright.” 
Scott: When I messed up as a pastor, they weren’t there to beat me down. They 
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were patient with me. They were encouraging. And they said, “You know, 
we all make mistakes and this is one of them.” 
Brad:  Those guys have given us perspective as those who have been there and 
done that. They have been able to take us in the midst of issues that look 
like there is no way through the forest, and just grabbed us and lifted us up 
on the mountain and said, “No, you are going to go through this. Take a 
look from up here.” What they have been able to do in terms of context 
and perspective in the midst of the battle has been life saving. 
For Brian, encouragement came in two forms: the presence of praise and the 
absence of competition. What seemed to inspire him was having a mentor who wanted 
him to succeed without any need for personal benefit. Brian explains, 
From day one, I was a better preacher than him….But he taught me very 
much. He was an encourager, and when I did speak, you could tell he was 
never competing with me, which is unusual in an older man. It was all 
praise. He was just kingdom-minded, so I was not stealing anything. He 
wasn’t worried about any of that stuff. 
Carl and his mentor clashed in the early stages because they could not take the 
competitiveness out of their relationship. Because of that negative experience, Carl now 
sees the importance of praise without competition: 
I’ve learned through those times of the early relationship to take the 
competitive nature out of it. I’ve learned to be a real cheerleader to the 
guys I’m mentoring now. I think that is the number one thing—just being 
a source of faith and a source of believing in them and caring for them. 
Counseling. To some degree, the function of counseling is closely related to the 
roles of nurturer and care giver. In the discussion of the mentor as nurturer, three subjects 
talked about the significance of having a safe and honest relationship in which they could 
talk about anything. In addition to these three, others implied a high degree of safety and 
honesty in the stories they told about their mentoring relationships. 
In a few instances, subjects told of specific ways their mentors helped them 
through difficult times. Scott’s mentor helped him face issues in his own family. Brian’s 
  Cowart  117   
 
mentor helped him work through a difficult spiritual issue. Robert’s mentor helped him 
work through personal difficulties related to his relationship with his father.  
Word usage also reflected a sense of the mentor as counselor. Six subjects 
actually used the words “counsel” or “counselor” in relation to their mentors. Six subjects 
spoke of their mentors as being “wise” or having “wisdom.” Finally, four subjects spoke 
of getting advice from their mentors.  
Sponsoring. One interview question asked the subjects to comment on a 
particular aspect of the mentors’ function as sponsor. This question asked the subjects 
how their mentors used their influence to open doors of opportunity for them. From the 
responses to this question and other unsolicited responses, a number of insights emerged 
about the function of sponsor.  
The most significant way mentors functioned as sponsors for their protégés was 
by opening the door (in some cases, creating the door) for the church plant. Ten subjects 
(63 percent) said one of their mentors played a direct role in the planting of their first 
church. Practically, they did this in a variety of ways. For some, it was a matter of 
lending credibility by publicly acknowledging the protégé’s connection to the mentor’s 
church. For others, it involved making recommendations to denominational boards or 
agencies. Five subjects said their mentors made arrangements for financial support that 
ranged anywhere from a few thousand dollars to 75 percent of salary for two years. Four 
subjects said their mentors used their influence to connect them to church planting 
experts or networks that could assist them in church planting. In one case, a mentor 
allowed his protégé (Sean) to recruit members from his church.  
Carl shared how his mentor functioned as a sponsor by publicly affirming him 
before his people in a worship service. He says, “He came and preached at my church and 
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really affirmed me in front of my people. I didn’t ask him to do that for me. He went out 
of his way to do that, and it was very helpful.” 
Scott told about an incident in which his mentors, who sponsored his church 
plant, used their influence to intervene in a conflict with one of his elders. He recalls, 
When I first came, I ended up having one elder in the first three years of 
my ministry that for some reason or the other, he and I just could not get 
on the same page. He became a thorn in my flesh and no matter what I 
wanted to try to do, he was vetoing it. It was a real difficult thing for me 
even though I tried to do everything I could. I think a lot of it was that I 
was in my 20s, and I felt because of my youthfulness maybe he just didn’t 
respect me enough to allow me to do some of the things I wanted to do. So 
[mentor 1] and [mentor 2] got together with a couple of my other elders. 
They called them up, met with them, and said, “Remove him. We don’t 
want this gentleman causing this young guy a problem. We want him 
removed from your board. Ask him to leave if he needs to, to have a new 
beginning for himself. But we want this guy to move forward and we want 
it to be a joy and not a burden.” That was an incredible thing to have that 
kind of support, and for them to intercede there. It was just incredible.  
And the two other elders—because I only had three elders at the time—
had enough respect for these men that they just said, “Okay, we’ll do it.” 
And they did it. It was an incredible release and freedom for me. 
Mike shared the only negative example of a mentor functioning as a sponsor. He 
says, 
I’m not sure that anybody sponsored me in the planting. I’m not sure my 
pastor thought I was going to make it at first. I had his blessing, but there 
was no support system really established….In our movement, the way you 
get your credentials is through recommendation and so he would have 
been one of the people recommending me, but that’s about the extent of it. 
Befriending. That the subjects in this study viewed their mentors as “friends” is 
clear. Fourteen of the sixteen subjects (84 percent) directly referred to one or more of 
their mentors as friends. What is not so clear is what the protégé sees in the mentoring 
relationship that makes the mentor a friend. That subjects characterized 77 percent of 
their mentoring relationships as “very warm and personal” would seem to indicate a 
correlation between the emotional quality of the relationship and friendship. 
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Three subjects directly associated their friendship with the informality of the 
relationship: 
Sean:  It was never a formal thing, but more of a trusted friend and confidant 
kind of thing. 
Eric:  Sitting down with a skilled person like [my mentor], I will glean tons of 
information from just being his friend. Put me in a classroom with [my 
mentor] and I will learn much less. 
Sam:  In the case of [mentor 1] and [mentor 2], just the friendship element of my 
mentoring relationship cannot be overstated. It’s not a mentoring 
relationship. It’s a friendship that has mentoring components in it. 
Joe indicated that age was a factor. He and his mentor “hit it off as friends” 
because they were “closer to the same age than most of the church planters he had been 
coaching.” On the other hand, Robert and Mike referred to their mentors as friends in 
spite of significant age differences. It might be telling, however, that Robert spoke of a 
time when his mentor intentionally said to him, “I’m not going to hold your hand, but I 
want you to know this: I’m going to be your friend, and I’m here for you.”  
Summary 
Taken as a whole, the subjects of this study provided ample evidence of these 
roles and functions in their mentoring relationships. That is not to say, however, that 
every mentoring relationship was characterized by all of the roles and functions. Since 
subjects often referred to their mentors collectively, it is impossible to determine which 
roles and functions were present in each mentoring relationship. Some relationships were 
very broad in nature (exhibiting many of the roles and functions), while others were 
relatively narrow (exhibiting only a few of the roles and functions). Several subjects 
noted the value of having multiple mentors who contributed to their development in 
different ways: 
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Mike: I think all of them have been very beneficial because they have served as 
different pieces of the puzzle. 
Robert:  I had a professor tell me my first year in seminary—he had huge 
wisdom….He said, “Don’t get the whole loaf from one guy.” That’s what 
he said. [Mentor 1] has great strengths as a preacher and communicator, 
but our chemistry does not connect like [mentor 2] in another area. 
Brad:  You get different things from different guys, and there is no time frame on 
how much of an influence a mentor can have on you. Because I do believe 
it can be a lunch, and I believe it can be ten years. You might not call the 
lunch mentoring. I might, though, if I were going to a guy for specific 
things. 
Mentoring and Reproducing Churches 
The fourth research question was “What is the relationship between mentoring 
and the planting of reproducing congregations?” This question was explored in the 
interview when subjects were asked if their mentors directly influenced their decisions to 
plant a reproducing church. If they responded in the affirmative, they were then asked 
how their mentors influenced that decision. Table 4.17 shows that fifteen of the sixteen 
subjects (94 percent) said their relationships with their mentors had a direct influence on 
their decision to plant a reproducing church. 
 
Table 4.17 
Did Mentoring Influence Your Decision to Reproduce? 
 
Did Mentoring Influence Your Decision to Reproduce? Frequency (# of subjects) 
Yes 15 
No 1 
 
 
 
When asked to share how their mentors influenced that decision, the subjects 
responses fell into one or more of the following three categories: (1) they modeled the 
value of reproduction; (2) they communicated the value of reproduction; and, (3) they 
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communicated expectations that the protégé would plant a reproducing church. In several 
cases, the subjects said there mentors influenced them in multiple ways.  
 
Table 4.18 
How Mentors Instilled the Value of Reproduction 
 
How Mentors Contributed to Reproducing Mindset Frequency (# of subjects) 
Value was modeled by mentor 10 
Value was communicated by mentor 10 
Expectation was communicated by mentor 6 
 
 
 
Table 4.18 shows the total number of subjects who responded within each of the 
three categories.The two most common ways mentors influenced their protégé’s decision 
to plant a reproducing church was by modeling and communicating the value of 
reproduction. The following excerpts show that mentors modeled the value of 
reproduction in two ways: through the mentoring relationship itself and by the mentor’s 
personal commitment to planting reproducing churches. 
Eric:  A son who respects his father and loves his father will do some of the 
same things that his father does….I highly respected Steve. He was a good 
friend, and if he was going to plant a church—which they did—it would 
be almost inevitable that I was going to plant a church….So he ventured 
out into the daughtering of church, and it was only predictable that I would 
within a couple of years do the same thing. 
Mike: Just being in these relationships, and being in these church plants, and 
being part of them, and seeing the fruit of it has caused us to see the value 
of what we are doing. I guess that’s it—the value of seeing the fruit, and 
the value of what we are doing has impacted me to commit my life to 
church planting and planting other churches. 
Carl:  What I learned in those relationships has given me a passion to invest in 
the next generation. 
Brad:  It was watching them plant churches. They planted them all over….Then 
it was coming to the conviction ourselves in watching them do that, and 
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then watching the life of that church, that the most effective means of 
evangelism and discipleship was a local church, and we were convinced it 
is. So we want to reproduce that. 
Brian:  Him discipling me. I think discipleship and church reproduction are really 
the same, and I teach this. We are supposed to be reproducers. We are 
born to re-birth, and so we are supposed to do that one-on-one and we are 
suppose to do that as a church. 
An equal number of subjects also spoke of the importance of verbal 
communication of the value of reproduction: 
Sean:  Well, he talked about it a lot and said, “What we want to do is to start 
churches that start churches.” That was one of his values. 
Chris:  [My mentoring relationship] had an enormous impact. Again, [it was] 
understanding the kingdom-mindedness, the desire to be a movement, a 
river of God’s blessing and not a lake. 
John:  They felt in order to impact the world more, we needed to change our 
thinking so that these churches that we plant have that value of being 
church planting churches. So, that’s a value that they instill, and after we 
started, they started talking about it more. 
Sam:  I had not even thought about or heard or read a book about reproducing 
churches before I met [my mentor]. It was foreign to me. He initiated the 
thinking, and to see [mentor 2] and [mentor 3] champion it, and for 
[mentor 2] to be one of my close models of trying to do that just gave me a 
vision for it. 
In some cases, the mentor’s influence exceeded merely passing on a value, it 
involved a clear expectation that the protégé would ultimately plant a reproducing 
church. Sean’s financial support was conditional on his willingness to commit formally to 
planting a reproducing church. There was no formal agreement between Joe and his 
mentor, but the expectation was no less clear. He explains, “It was very direct. In a sense, 
you have a feeling that this is a contingency. You will get my mentoring, but only 
because I am convinced that you share this value.” When Robert and Brad received five 
thousand dollars from their mentor’s church, they were told to give it away to the first 
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church they planted. For Carl, the expectation came in the form of accountability. He 
explains, “It was a shared value, but he kept me accountable and made it happen….I 
think the planter needs somebody alongside them to help them live out their own value.” 
These findings show that for the subjects of this study, a strong relationship exists 
between the experience of being mentored and the commitment to plant a reproducing 
church. 
Subjects were also asked to characterize the overall health of both the “mother” 
churches they planted and the “daughter” church plants they have sponsored or  
supported. The purpose of the question was not to explore the issue of health in depth, but 
to get a broad sense of whether the church plants were succeeding. Subjects were asked 
to share “signs of health” in their own terms. Table 4.19 summarizes the responses. 
 
Table 4.19 
Health of Church Plants and Daughter Churches 
 
Subject Mother Church(es) Daughter Church(es) 
Sean Healthy: strong mission, purpose, 
high level of lay ministry, 1100 in 
average attendance. 
One daughter thriving, 2nd struggling. 
Bill First mother church: 52 daughter 
churches, all still thriving. No 
comment on other eleven. 
Too many to assess individually. 
Some are already reproducing even 
though they are still in the church 
plant stage. 
Eric Healthy: strong in worship and 
community, not strong enough in 
evangelism. Average attendance is 
450-500. 
Both daughters strong. One was a 
positive experience, one not so 
positive. 
Chris Very healthy. One thriving, one closed. 
Joe Healthy community, strong purpose, 
growth. 
One doing great, one starting slowly. 
Mike All doing well. One still a plant, five others good to 
excellent. 
John Healthy: 4 years old, 900 in average 
attendance, 84% in small group or 
ministry. 
One year old, 200 in average 
attendance. 
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Scott Very healthy: 7 daughters, 4 
granddaughters. 
All daughters doing well, several 
beyond expectations. 
Brian 2 of 3 mothers doing very well. One daughter three years old, 150 in 
attendance. Another very healthy, 
already 200 in average attendance. 
Carl Strong. One daughter strong, self-sufficient, 
already daughtered another church. 
Second daughter didn’t make it. 
Robert, 
Brad 
Healthy: stories of life change, 
conversions 
Daughter in plant stage; too early to 
tell. 
Ben Mother healthy: 6 years old, 8,000 
in average attendance, 150 
ministries, 16 daughter churches. 
All daughters thriving. 
Jim Healthier than ever: quadrupled in 
size over last 3 years. 
Too early to tell. 
Jerry Five mothers doing well. Current 
church: 12 daughters last year alone. 
Forty-six daughters too many to 
assess, all apparently still going. 
 
 
 
Subjects generally reported that the “mother” churches were healthy and that 
reproducing had contributed to—not detracted from—the health of the mother. As to the 
daughter churches, subjects reported that some have experienced significant success 
while others have struggled. Significantly, only two daughter churches (of more than 
154) were reported to have failed. 
Overall Impact of Mentoring 
In the latter portion of the interview, subjects were asked two sets of questions 
designed to explore the subjects’ assessment of the overall impact of mentoring on their 
lives. The first set of questions asked the subjects to share the most significant 
contributions of the mentors to their spiritual growth, professional success, and personal 
development. The second set of questions asked the subject to characterize the degree of 
benefit and the relative value of his mentoring relationships.   
Impact on Spiritual Growth 
When asked to name the most significant contributions of their mentors to their 
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spiritual growth, the subjects gave wide range of responses. In an attempt to categorize 
the responses, eleven different categories were identified, many of which only had one or 
two responses. Table 4.20 provides a summary of the responses.  
 
Table 4.20 
Mentor’s Greatest Contributions to Spiritual Growth 
 
Ways Mentor Contributed Frequency (# of subjects) 
His life became a model of the spiritual life for me 10 
Taught me to put my relationship with God above performance 4 
Taught me about the Holy Spirit/spiritual gifts. 4 
Challenged me to grow spiritually. 3 
Gave me discipleship skills. 2 
Taught me about perseverance. 2 
Taught me about holiness. 2 
Modeled transparency. 1 
Encouraged me to take spiritual retreats. 1 
Helped me to understand the importance of unity. 1 
Opened doors for me in ministry. 1 
 
 
 
The only category that truly stood out consisted of responses that pointed to the 
importance of the mentor’s spiritual life as a model to follow. This insight is particularly 
significant in light of the fact that several of the categories could have been considered 
subcategories of this one. The following excerpts are good examples of the responses in 
this category: 
Bill:  More than anything else that has really influenced me was his love for the 
Lord….Secondly, his commitment to serve the Lord. He was very much 
committed. He was clear cut—you could see his dedication.” 
Eric:  [He] was a great spiritual giant. 
Joe:  He just oozes with passion for God, so that is something you can’t escape 
from. 
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Robert:  I think what [he] has done has given me what Paul said in Philippians 
3:17: “Brethren, join in following my example and observe those who 
walk according to the pattern you have in us.” And basically, what he is 
saying is, “You see me, follow me.” 
Brad:  Most importantly was to see that a life abandoned to Christ was the 
highest call in life. 
Impact on Professional Success 
When asked about the most important contributions of their mentors to their 
professional success, the responses were again diverse and wide-ranging. Twelve 
categories were identified, but all but four consisted of only one response. Table 4.21 
summarizes the responses.  
 
Table 4.21 
Mentor’s Greatest Contributions to Professional Success 
 
Ways Mentor Contributed Frequency (# of subjects) 
Helped me with the fundamentals of church planting 8 
Believed in/encouraged me 4 
His experience gave me confidence that I could succeed 3 
Instilled in me value of reproducing 2 
Taught me about vision 1 
Deepened my heart for the lost 1 
Helped me get away from performance-driven mindset 1 
Invested time in my life 1 
Patience to fail, learn, grow 1 
Modeled hard work/sacrifice 1 
Leadership skills 1 
Freedom to stand on his shoulders 1 
 
 
 
As in the previous section, only one category stood out above the rest. This 
category consisted of responses related to the mentor’s willingness to help the protégé 
understand the fundamentals of church planting. This finding is significant in its lack of 
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predominance. Though it was mentioned more than any category, one might have 
expected that many more than half of the subjects would have considered the mentor’s 
help in this regard to be among his greatest contributions to their professional success. 
Even in this realm, many of the greatest contributions of the various mentors were more 
relational than technical in nature.  
Impact on Personal Development 
Of the three questions related to the mentor’s greatest contributions to the 
protégé’s spiritual growth, professional success and personal development, the last 
question brought forth the most diverse and wide-ranging responses. Table 4.22 reveals 
fourteen categories, with none having more than three responses. 
 
Table 4.22 
Mentor’s Greatest Contributions to Personal Development 
 
Mentor’s Contribution Frequency 
Believed in me 3 
Taught me to think strategically 3 
Modeled integrity/authenticity 3 
Gave me emotional intimacy 2 
Provided a safe place to be real 2 
Showed me there was life outside church 2 
Gave me themselves/time 2 
Freed me to take risks 1 
Helped me to see the value of academic institutions 1 
Gave me a kingdom mindset 1 
Freed me to be myself 1 
Discipled me 1 
Gave me wisdom 1 
Opened the door to get into ministry 1 
 
 
The great diversity in these responses is not surprising and seems to reflect the 
highly personalized nature of mentoring. What each subject considered significant is 
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probably a reflection of what that subject realized he needed the most. While the same 
thing could be said about the responses in the spiritual and professional realms, it seems 
logical to conclude that the greatest range of needs would come in the personal realm. In 
a broad sense, these responses again revealed contributions that are more relational than 
technical in nature. 
Overall Benefit 
To determine the subjects’ overall assessment of their various mentoring 
relationships, they were asked how they would characterize their mentoring experiences. 
Their choices were: (a) very beneficial, (b) beneficial, (c) not very beneficial, or (d) 
detrimental. Table 4.23 shows that all sixteen subjects rated all of their mentoring 
relationships as “very beneficial.”  
 
Table 4.23 
Overall Benefit of Mentoring Relationships 
 
Degree of Benefit Frequency 
Very beneficial 16 
Beneficial 0 
Not very beneficial 0 
Detrimental 0 
 
 
 
For many subjects, “very beneficial” was not enough. The following excerpts 
reveal something of the emotional impact mentoring relationships have had on the 
subjects of this study: 
Bill:  Very much. Very much. I think I am who I am because of those people. 
Robert:  Very. Can I tell you what else is huge? Here is what I know: [my mentor] 
does not have time for hardly anything, but he has time for me. Now think 
about what he has got to choose—any given week—what he says “Yes” to 
and what he says “No” to. He is counseling me right now. He is 
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counseling me at a place in my life and ministry where I have got to 
reduce my number of targets. Now, I know that is something he had to 
do—he has even had health problems. He had to reduce his number of 
targets. What blows me away is that one of the targets that he has not 
reduced is me. 
Ben:  I don’t think “very beneficial” is even the word. It’s not strong enough….I 
think he saved my life so I could live and release my dream and God could 
do a good work. 
Jim:  I often say this, “If it weren’t for him, I probably wouldn’t have done this 
and wouldn’t be here.” 
Relative Value of Mentoring Relationships 
A related question asked subjects to rate the value of their mentoring relationships 
relative to other kinds of training and education they received. They were given three 
options: (a) it was the most valuable component of my preparation; (b) it was about equal 
in value to other forms of training; and, (c) it was less valuable than other forms of 
training. Table 4.24 summarizes the subjects’ responses. 
 
Table 4.24 
Relative Value of Mentoring Relationships 
 
Relative Value Frequency 
It was the most valuable component of my training 12 
It was about equal in value to other forms of training 4 
It was less valuable than other forms of training 0 
 
 
 
A few words of explanation need to be given about the results. Four subjects had 
a difficult time answering the question. Three of those seemed to be saying that their 
mentoring relationships were the most valuable component of their training in terms of 
preparing to plant a church, but that their academic training was equally valuable in terms 
of laying a broad foundation for ministry. All three of these were listed in the (b) 
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category. One subject did not directly answered the question, but his response seemed to 
indicate a (b) response.  
Twelve subjects (75 percent) said emphatically that their mentoring relationships 
were the most valuable component of their training. A few subjects expanded on their 
answers, and in the process provided insights into why they viewed their mentoring 
relationships with such high regard: 
Sean:  It’s the most valuable. You have to have the formal training and go 
through the tool kits and [networks] and all that…but my relationship with 
[my mentor] has more to do with staying power—my ability to keep going 
when things were pretty tough. The Church Planters Toolkit doesn’t do 
you a lot of good when you’re depressed. 
Brian:  There is nothing close. There is nothing in the same area code. It is by far 
the most influential thing in my life. 
Jim:  I don’t know how I would have done it without these guys….I don’t know 
to what extent church planters today have mentoring relationships, but I 
can’t imagine having started this church without them.” 
Bill:  It was my training. 
Summary 
The findings reported in this section reveal that each of the sixteen subjects 
viewed their mentoring relationships a very significant and highly beneficial component 
of their overall preparation for church planting. Because the first two interviews were so 
positive in nature, subsequent interviews included a question that asked the subjects to 
share any regrets they had concerning their mentoring relationships. Subjects were also 
reminded at this point that their identity and the identity of their mentors would not be 
revealed in the study. In spite of these assurances, subjects offered almost nothing in their 
responses that could be construed as negative. In fact, the most common response was 
that the mentoring relationships did not occur earlier in the subject’s life or ministry. 
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Moreover, I did not sense that the subjects were trying to avoid negative responses. A 
genuine sense of overall positive regard seemed to flow freely—and often with great 
passion—from each of the sixteen subjects. The subjects’ affection for their mentors and 
deep appreciation for the investment their mentors made in their lives left no doubt about 
the perceived benefit of mentoring as an effective means of preparation for church 
planting. 
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The roots of this study go back to 1997, when my wife and I joined the Free 
Methodist Church and accepted a commission to plant a new church in Columbus, 
Georgia. As a pastor, I had been inspired and moved by our leaders’ vision of seeing our 
church break free from the bonds of institutionalism and rediscover its roots as a 
growing, thriving, and expanding movement within the kingdom of God. As a church 
planter, I was in full agreement with the conviction that church planting must play a key 
role in the attainment of such a vision. I also heard our leaders’ plea to local churches to 
lead the way by committing significant resources to the task of planting of new churches. 
I was ready to respond; I wanted to do my part. 
In the midst of all the inspiration and conviction, however, I had a nagging 
concern. The concern was not so much the failure of the denomination to reach the lofty 
goals it had set in 1985 but the failure rate (almost two-thirds) of those churches that had 
been planted. Failure breeds doubt, and doubt breeds paralysis. I knew—as did our 
leaders—that we needed success. Success breeds confidence, and confidence breeds 
action. Thus was born the motivation for this project. If I was going to do my part as a 
local church pastor in expanding the kingdom of God through church planting, I wanted 
to learn something about the nature and practice of mentoring as understood and 
experienced by successful church planters. 
Major Findings 
The findings of this study strongly support the value of mentoring as a key 
component in the preparation of successful church planters. On the most basic level, this 
value is seen in the response of the subjects who unanimously characterized their 
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mentoring relationships as “very beneficial.” More importantly, when asked to 
characterize the relative value of their mentoring relationships, 75 percent said that 
mentoring was the “most valuable” component of their preparation. The other 25 percent 
said it was “equal in value” to other components, such as college and seminary.  
What cannot be observed in the statistical analysis, however, is the emotional 
quality of the subjects’ responses, and I believe it is this quality that most clearly 
demonstrates the value of mentoring as a means of preparing church planters. Most of the 
subjects were not content simply to give a positive response to the forced-choice 
questions regarding the value of their mentoring relationships. At the very least, they 
answered emphatically or with great warmth. In many cases, the subjects expanded on 
their answers significantly. Some spoke effusively of the gratitude they felt toward their 
mentors. Several said categorically that they would not be church planters if not for their 
mentors. Others said they would not have been successful apart from the influence and 
continued support of their mentors.  
Clearly, mentoring played a very important role in the preparation of these 
subjects for church planting. If the value of mentoring is obvious, what is not so obvious 
is an understanding of what made these relationships so valuable. Thus, I will address the 
findings related to the dynamics of mentoring and try to shed light on what those findings 
seem to be saying about the essence of successful mentoring.  
A second task is to analyze the findings associated with the possible relationship 
between the discipline of mentoring and the phenomenon of reproducing churches. 
Again, the subjects of this study spoke loudly and clearly. They were nearly unanimous 
(fifteen of sixteen subjects agreed) in their belief that such a relationship exists. Arriving 
at an understanding of what constitutes that relationship, however, is the most important 
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task.  
The Dynamics of Mentoring 
The findings of this study largely support the conceptual framework of Chapter 2 
as a good representation of mentoring relationships. For the sake of convenience, that 
framework has been reproduced here (see Table 5.1).  
 
Table 5.1 
Conceptual Framework for Mentoring 
 
Types of Mentoring The Nature of Mentoring The Practice of Mentoring 
 
Identity of the Mentor 
Individual(s) 
Vs. 
Group  
 
Degree of Involvement 
Intensive 
Vs. 
Occasional 
 
Life Span 
Brief 
Vs.  
Prolonged 
 
A Loving Relationship  
Characterized By: 
• A Whole-Life 
Orientation 
• A Focus on the Needs 
of the Protégé  
• A Flexible and Intuitive 
Process 
• A Transitional Quality 
• The Presence of 
Accountability 
• The Empowerment of 
the Protégé  
 
Dimensions 
of Development 
• Knowledge 
• Skills 
• Values 
 
Roles 
• Role Model 
• Care Giver 
• Nurturer 
 
Functions 
• Teaching 
• Coaching 
• Encouraging 
• Counseling 
• Sponsoring 
• Befriending 
 
 
 
 
Every element of the conceptual framework was clearly observed in the research, 
and suggestions for modifications are relatively minor in nature. Thus, the potential value 
of the conceptual framework as a tool for understanding mentoring relationships may be 
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one of the most important contributions of the study. Additionally, the findings shed light 
on a few controversial issues in mentoring and provide a richer understanding of the 
dynamics of mentoring as observed in actual mentoring relationships. 
The types of mentoring relationships. To some degree, mentoring types were 
restricted by the definition of “mentor” employed in this study. Writers in the field 
widely agree that mentoring necessarily involves a personal relationship, but that opinion 
is not unanimous. Stanley and Clinton write of “passive mentoring” in which the protégé 
does not have a personal relationship with the mentor. The mentoring takes place through 
such things as books, tapes, conferences, or videos. Subjects were asked not to include 
these types of mentoring “relationships” in the study. 
A further restriction occurred when subjects were asked to identify their mentors 
in church planting. Several subjects specifically asked for clarification on that matter. 
They were told to include anyone who played a significant role in their preparation as a 
church planter but to exclude those whose influence lay outside their work as a church 
planter. Thus, early mentors and mentors in other fields were generally not considered in 
this study.  
Several writers in the field talked about the emerging influence of peer mentors 
and peer mentoring groups (Logan and Cole; McNeal; Stanley and Clinton). The phrase 
“individuals or groups” was intentionally added when subjects were asked to identify 
their mentors, but very few included peers or peer groups among their identified mentors. 
In the course of the interviews, several subjects spoke of the value of having connections 
with other pastors but, as a rule, did not view them as mentors. I do not conclude from 
this observation that church planters do not benefit from peers and peer groups—the 
scant evidence from this study suggests the opposite—but that church planters tend to 
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view these relationships as qualitatively different from mentoring relationships.  
The various relationships explored in this study reflect significant diversity in 
terms of intensity and lifespan. Some were very intense, while others were more 
occasional in nature. Some lasted only a few months, while others were still going after 
twenty years. That all were viewed as significant (as seen in the subjects decision to 
include them) and beneficial demonstrates the value of mentoring relationships that vary 
in terms of intensity and lifespan. 
One finding that was not reflected in the conceptual framework involved the issue 
of initiation. Subjects spoke of “getting connected” with their mentors in five different 
ways: protégé initiated, mentor initiated, third party initiated, mutual initiation over time, 
and formally established (by working relationship). Even with five categories, almost 53 
percent of the relationships were clearly initiated by the protégé. More significantly, this 
percentage was more than five times greater than the percentage of relationships initiated 
by the mentor.  
One subject lamented the fact that pastors and other Christian leaders are not 
more active in seeking out protégés, calling it “a desperate need.” Most subjects, 
however, took the initiative on themselves by seeking out at least one of their mentors. 
Two subjects spoke with some passion to the issue, saying that the protégé’s initiative is 
crucial to the mentoring relationship because it demonstrates a desire to learn and a 
willingness to receive from the mentor.  
The question may be raised, “Are more mentors needed or do potential protégés 
need to take more initiative?” The answer is probably “yes” to both, but the findings of 
this study suggest that the initiative of the protégé is often associated with successful 
mentoring relationships. A more relevant question might be, “Were these subjects 
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successful because they happened to have strong mentors, or did they have strong 
mentors because they took the initiative to find them?” I believe a case can be made for 
the latter. Most of the subjects of this study exhibited a willingness to seek out mentors 
they believed could help them attain their goals. Thus, while the findings suggest a 
number of ways that mentoring relationships are initiated, the prominence of protégé-
initiated relationships reveals an important dynamic of many contemporary mentoring 
relationships.  
The nature of mentoring. To speak of the nature of mentoring is to speak of its 
essential qualities. The conceptual framework suggested that mentoring is a loving 
relationship characterized by a whole-life orientation, a focus on the needs of the protégé, 
a flexible and intuitive process, a transitional quality, accountability, and the 
empowerment of the protégé. Most of these qualities were clearly observed in each of the 
relationships in this study. In addition to these, the quality of attraction was also observed 
in many of the relationships, thus raising the possibility that it warrants consideration as 
an essential quality of a mentoring relationship.  
A loving relationship. The mentoring relationships in this study broadly reflected 
qualities of warmth and love. Subjects commented directly on the emotional quality of 
thirty-five distinct relationships. Of these, 77 percent were characterized as “very warm 
and personal” and 20 percent were characterized as “somewhat warm and personal.” 
Only one relationship was characterized as “not warm and personal.” In that relationship, 
the subjects attributed the lack of warmth to the “personality” of the mentor. Most of 
those in the “somewhat” category were coaching relationships that were more technical 
and formal in nature. In another indication of the quality of these relationships, 88 percent 
of the subjects called their mentors “friends.” Several spoke of very deep and intimate 
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friendships, while others spoke of more casual friendships. 
Whole-life concerns. All sixteen subjects said their mentors expressed interest 
and concern that went beyond their professional development. In some cases, this whole-
life orientation was strong and included the mentor’s involvement in the protégé’s life 
outside the realm of professional development. In others, the concerns were more 
cursory. Thus, while the degrees of warmth, personal intimacy, and whole-life concern 
varied significantly among the relationships, the presence of those qualities on some level 
was nearly universal.  
A focus on the needs of the protégé. Consistent with the conceptual format, the 
mentoring relationships in this study revealed a strong focus on the needs of the protégé. 
Though not specifically asked if their mentor’s focused on their needs, 75 percent said 
their questions and needs occupied a significant portion of the agenda. Even more 
revealing is the fact that in almost 80 percent of the relationships, the protégé either 
shared in or took primary responsibility for setting the agenda. While these findings do 
not lead to the conclusion that every mentoring relationship in this study was oriented 
around the needs of the protégé, they do demonstrate a high degree of such orientation. 
Generally, those few relationships that tended to be mentor-driven involved professional 
teachers and coaches.  
An informal and flexible process. The relationships of this study also exhibited 
a high degree of informality and flexibility. Only one relationship (of twenty-four 
described) was characterized as formal and structured. Every other relationship was either 
described as “informal and flexible” (thirteen) or “a balance” of informal and formal. 
Other mentoring dynamics also revealed the informal tendencies of these relationships. 
For example, while all subjects said their relationships involved an element of 
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accountability, most of them characterized that accountability as informal in nature. The 
primary way mentors increased their subjects knowledge base was through informal 
talking and discussion. Even skill development involved a high degree of informality, as 
seen in the prominence of modeling and observation as a means to skill development. 
Thus, a number of different findings point to a highly flexible and informal quality in the 
mentoring relationships of this study.  
A transitional quality. For Daloz, the image of a “journey” is the best way to 
characterize mentoring (“Mentors” 25). This metaphor illustrates the transitional quality 
of mentoring relationships. The mentoring relationships in this study exhibited that 
quality in a number of ways. Two subjects spoke of the way their mentors helped them 
transition into manhood (Bill and Robert). Others spoke of how their mentors encouraged 
them to pursue or change directions in vocational ministry (Sean and Robert). Another 
spoke of the way his mentor taught him to be a father (Brian). Ten subjects said that at 
least one of their mentors played a direct role in opening the door for them in church 
planting. All of these examples illustrate the practical ways mentors helped their 
protégé’s through significant life transitions.  
Another way of thinking about the transitional nature of mentoring involves what 
Levinson et al. call “the dream.” The protégé’s dream or vision for the future and the 
mentor’s willingness to help the protégé realize that dream is an essential quality of the 
mentoring relationship. For the subjects of this study, the dream involved expanding the 
kingdom of God through the planting of reproducing churches. In some cases, the mentor 
played a key role in giving birth to that dream. In others, the mentor’s belief and 
confidence fueled the protégé’s decision to pursue the dream. In still others, the mentor’s 
life and ministry provided a concrete model of the dream, and his success instilled 
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confidence that the protégé could fulfill his dream. Finally, for most subjects, at least one 
mentor helped make their dream become a reality by providing some kind of support or 
assistance in the planting of the protégé’s church. Each of these examples illustrates how 
the relationships in this study exhibited the transitional quality of mentoring. 
An element of accountability. Writers in the field are not in full agreement over 
the precise role of accountability in mentoring relationships. Some argue for a more 
prominent role (Hull 159; Smith 98; Stanley and Clinton 43), while others feel that 
mentors should focus more on acceptance and encouragement (Biehl 43). In one sense, 
the subjects of this study mirror that debate. While all sixteen subjects said they felt 
accountable to their mentors, most said it was more informal in nature. One subject even 
challenged the notion of structured accountability in a mentoring relationship. In contrast, 
others spoke positively of relationships that involved formal elements of accountability.  
In another sense, the subjects shed some light on this debate. First, they did not 
seem to equate the form of accountability with the substance of accountability. Those 
who reported informal elements of accountability seemed to exhibit the same level of 
accountability to their mentors as those who had formal elements. If anything, a reverse 
relationship may have existed. The two subjects who spoke with the greatest passion 
about their sense of accountability to their mentors both reported no elements of formal 
accountability. To them, accountability was inherent in the relationship. On the other 
hand, one subject who had some formal accountability expressed a desire for more. These 
findings suggest that the quality of the relationship is a more important factor in bringing 
accountability than the form that accountability takes.  
Second, for those in the field who express fear that accountability may counteract 
more positive actions of the mentor, the subjects in this study viewed accountability as a 
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very positive quality of their mentoring relationships. Several spoke of it as a gift. It 
should be noted, however, that the subjects seemed to be well-matched with their mentors 
in terms of style and preferences. Had a mentor who preferred a more formal approach 
been paired with a protégé who preferred a more informal approach, the results may have 
been different. 
Empowering the protégé. The quality of empowerment was strongly evident in a 
number of ways. For several subjects, empowerment began when the mentor clearly 
communicated acceptance of the protégé as a person. Empowerment was strengthened 
when the mentor communicated belief in the protégé’s prospects for success in church 
planting. Empowerment took on a practical nature as mentors contributed to the 
development of the protégé’s knowledge, skills, and values. Finally, empowerment was 
consummated as the mentor released the protégé to plant a church. These examples show 
that empowerment is rooted in the mentor’s commitment to draw out the gifts and 
strengths of the protégé rather than molding the protégé in his own image. 
An Element of Attraction. Though the quality of attraction was not included in 
the conceptual framework, the findings suggest that it ought to be considered as such. 
Though not every subject spoke directly to this matter, many did reveal strong elements 
of attraction. More importantly, several subjects emphasized the importance of this 
quality when they said it was a key factor in the success of their relationships. 
Interestingly, the findings also suggest that the quality of attraction may be present even 
when great differences characterize the mentor and protégé.  
In some cases, the quality of attraction was highly relational and characterized by 
feelings of great respect, love, and warmth. In others, the attraction was largely pragmatic 
in nature—the protégé was drawn to the mentor because of what the mentor could offer 
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him. That attraction was largely pragmatic in some cases is not an indication of 
selfishness but that the initial attraction was rooted in practical rather than relational 
needs. The level of intensity and the purpose of the relationship were two factors that 
seemed to contribute to the degree of attraction. Relationships that were more intensive 
and broader in scope (e.g., pastor-intern) tended to be characterized by a higher degree of 
attraction, while less intensive relationships that had a narrower scope (e.g., a coaching 
relationship) were characterized by a lesser degree of attraction.  
Stanley and Clinton support that finding as typical of various types of mentoring 
relationships (43-44). Anderson and Shannon also discuss the quality of attraction but 
consider it an element of the mentor’s role as a role model (40-41). The findings of this 
study, however, suggest that the quality of attraction is more inherent in the nature of 
mentoring. 
Summary. To say that these are “essential” qualities implies that they will be 
inherent in every mentoring relationship. While the findings show that most of these 
qualities were present in some measure in every relationship, they do not show 
conclusively that all qualities were present in every relationship. For example, a high 
percentage of the relationships revealed a focus on the needs of the protégé, but not every 
subject reported such a focus. It should be pointed out, however, that subjects were not 
directly asked to characterize this quality of their relationships. Thus, the high level of 
response is significant, and the possibility exists that every mentoring relationship might 
have been characterized by this quality in some measure. 
If there is some doubt about the presence of all these qualities in every 
relationship, there is no doubt that the intensity of these qualities varied significantly 
among the various relationships. Possible explanations for that range include differences 
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in personality, differences in learning styles, and the overall depth of the relationship. The 
only clearly observed pattern was that coaching relationships tended to be more 
structured and less warm.  
Overall, the findings related to the nature of mentoring strongly support the notion 
that these qualities are generally found in mentoring relationships, but they fall short of 
demonstrating that all are inherent in every mentoring relationship. Moreover, the 
findings suggest that mentoring relationships will vary significantly in terms of the 
intensity of these qualities. Thus, while the conceptual framework effectively 
demonstrates the various qualities associated with mentoring, actual mentoring 
relationships may vary significantly in terms of the presence and intensity of each quality. 
The practice of mentoring. The practical elements of mentoring are portrayed in 
two ways in the conceptual framework. First, the framework suggests three dimensions of 
development in the protégé to which the mentor is committed. Those three dimensions 
are knowledge, skills, and values. Second, the framework suggests a number of roles and 
functions fulfilled by the mentor in the relationship. The findings largely support the 
legitimacy of this portion of the framework, but also provide significant insights that lead 
to a more comprehensive understanding of how these practical elements operate in actual 
mentoring relationships.  
Knowledge, skills, and values. When subjects were asked to comment on the 
ways their mentors contributed to the development of their knowledge, skills, and values, 
they often found it difficult to distinguish the three dimensions. Likewise, I found it 
difficult to categorize some of their responses. Not only were the lines too fine to 
distinguish, on many occasions multiple dimensions were being developed at the same 
time by the same activities. Thus, the most significant thing about the findings in this 
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section were not the detailed activities under each category, but the broad approach most 
mentors took in the total development of the protégé.  
That mentors in this study developed their protégé’s knowledge base through 
talking and discussing, resourcing, formal teaching, referrals to seminars, conferences 
and networks, and the use of self-guided curriculums may be of some value to potential 
mentors. What is more significant, however, is that the process of developing the 
protégé’s knowledge was largely informal and unstructured in nature. Likewise, skill 
development was heightened by modeling and observation, coaching, teaching, and on-
the-job training, but once again, the nature of the process was largely informal and 
unstructured. While some values were purposely communicated, most were instilled by 
the example of the mentor as observed by the protégé in everyday life. 
What this pattern suggests is that even in the practical realm—where the highest 
degree of formality and structure might be expected—mentoring is still largely an 
informal and flexible process that is focused on the peculiar needs of the protégé. Thus, 
the primary job of the mentor is not to develop a curriculum but to use intuition and 
discernment in recognizing and responding to the needs of the protégé. As I read through 
the transcripts of the sixteen interviews, one of my broadest impressions was that much 
of what I was observing was rooted in the mentor’s willingness to draw on his own 
experience to meet the needs of the protégé. This impression reflects Shea’s assessment 
that “even formal mentoring is largely the art of making the most of a given situation” 
(13). 
Writing in the context of spiritual mentoring, Anderson and Reese take a similar 
view of mentoring when they suggest that God already has an agenda for the protégé. 
Thus, the mentor’s job is not to create an agenda, but to discern and flow with God’s 
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agenda (52-53). The findings of this study suggest that one of the primary reasons these 
mentoring relationships were successful is because the mentors understood that principle. 
The findings also suggest that what a mentor has to offer the protégé is not 
primarily something that exists outside of him or herself, but the insights, perspectives, 
and expertise he or she has drawn from the experiences of life and ministry. While a 
mentor may make good use of toolkits, conferences, books, and curriculums, the most 
important thing he or she can give the protégé is access to his or her life, ministry, and 
experience. As Scott put it, “For me it was more caught than taught. Don’t be so 
structured with everything. Jesus never put them in a class. He just got out there and did 
ministry with them.”   
Roles and functions. The roles and functions of a mentoring relationship may be 
distinguished in the following way: roles reflect who the mentor is while functions reflect 
what the mentor does. The findings show that the relationships in this study clearly 
reflect each of the three roles and six functions identified in the conceptual framework. 
They also raise questions about the sufficiency of this portion of the framework, 
particularly in regards to mentoring functions. 
The portion of the framework that described the roles and functions of a 
mentoring relationship was based almost entirely on the model of Anderson and Shannon 
(40-41). The only departure from that model was the addition of “coaching” as a function 
of mentoring. That function was added because it was so prominently mentioned by other 
writers. Various writers also referred to other functions associated with mentoring, such 
as guiding, supporting, directing, hosting, and discipling. Significantly, while these 
functions were not added to the framework, most of them were observed in the findings.  
The reason that Anderson and Shannon included only five functions (teaching, 
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encouraging, counseling, sponsoring, befriending) is that they were attempting to 
distinguish mentoring from other types of helping relationships. By reducing the number 
of functions, they came up with a list they considered to be conjunctive in nature. By that, 
they meant that the five functions work together as a group to accomplish the aims of the 
mentoring relationship. How, then, did they treat other functions such as those listed 
above? They redefined them as “activities” and categorized them under one of the five 
functions. For example, coaching was considered an activity of teaching, supporting was 
considered an activity of counseling, and directing was considered an activity of 
sponsoring (41).  
The benefit of this approach is that it accomplishes the goal of defining the 
boundaries of mentoring. Unfortunately, it also results in a diminished picture of the 
possibilities of mentoring. Another weakness is that it also results in a more complex, 
three-level model (roles, functions, and actions) in which two levels (functions and 
actions) are not easily distinguished.  
Most other writers do not distinguish functions from actions, nor do they insist on 
a conjunctive list. Rather, they refer to many functions (or activities) that are typically 
associated with mentoring relationships. The findings of this study seem to support this 
second approach. While subjects made clear reference to the five functions in the 
Anderson-Shannon model, they also spoke of several others. Some of those (e.g., 
coaching and modeling) were at least as prominent as Anderson and Shannon’s five 
functions. Thus, rather than subordinating them to a subcategory, it is best to include 
them all in a larger list of representative functions. The result is a more descriptive list 
(e.g., the nuances that differentiate coaching, modeling, and teaching are highlighted) that 
allows for more variance among mentoring relationships. By expanding the number of 
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functions and making them representative rather than conjunctive, the conceptual 
framework will be more useful to those who wish to understand the full scope of 
mentoring relationships.  
In contrast to the functions, the Anderson-Shannon model is sufficient in defining 
the roles of mentoring. Furthermore, I believe the roles are more significant than the 
functions in gaining an understanding of the dynamics of mentoring. The functions 
provide good examples of the kinds of activities that occur in mentoring relationships, but 
the roles provide a better sense of the overall process that is occurring in the mentoring 
relationship. 
 
Table 5.2 
An Overview of Mentoring Roles  
 
 Role Model Nurturer Care Giver 
Mentoring  
Roles 
Mentor embodies a 
way of life desired 
by the protégé  
Mentor cultivates 
an environment for 
growth 
Mentor shows 
concern for total well-
being of the protégé 
Role 
Statements “It can be done.” “You can do it.” “I am with you.” 
Mentoring 
Functions 
Modeling, 
Discipling 
Coaching, 
Discipling, 
Encouraging, 
Modeling, 
Teaching  
Befriending, 
Counseling, 
Encouraging, 
Sponsoring, 
Supporting  
Learning  
Theory Observation Experience Relationship 
The Way  
of Jesus Master Teacher Friend 
 
 
 
I also agree with Anderson and Shannon that the three roles are conjunctive. 
Drawing on the metaphor of Daloz, the roles work together to provide a map for the 
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journey that is called mentoring (“Mentors” 25). As role model, the mentor points the 
way by embodying a way of life that is desirable to the protégé. As nurturer, the mentor 
invites the protégé to experience the journey in a safe environment that maximizes 
growth and development. As care giver, the mentor offers a relational connection that 
provides context for the entire journey. Table 5.2 provides a summary of the mentoring 
roles, how they are related to the various mentoring functions, and how they relate to 
earlier insights from the field of learning theory and the example of Jesus. 
While the table offers a good summary of the three roles, it lacks the depth and 
richness that was often reflected in the responses of the subjects. One subject, Robert, 
offered particularly instructive examples of how a mentor fulfills these roles. Drawing on 
that one relationship, I would like to demonstrate the overall journey of mentoring as it is 
reflected in the three roles. In this first excerpt, Robert shares how his mentor helped 
shape his vision. Though it is offered as an illustration of the role of role model, this 
example also contains elements of the role of nurturer, demonstrating the fact that the 
roles often overlap:  
I would say he has never put words in my mouth or even purposefully 
articulated it [the vision] to me. But he has given me experience with him 
that has shown what it ought to look like in the local church. And I tell 
you, this is how I have led as a result. It’s like a salmon swimming 
upstream. That salmon could not even necessarily draw a map to tell you 
how to find where it was spawned, but it instinctively knows where the 
water is, and there is one reason why he knows. He has been there. There 
is no substitute for having been there. And I think I have a sense for when 
the water feels right because I have been in the water. And the water I 
have been in is his water. And so absolutely my vision for the local church 
and even my vision for my own role leading this church is very much 
shaped by his example. 
The next two excerpts provide excellent examples of the mentor’s role as 
nurturer. The first response was given when Robert was asked how his mentor 
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contributed to his skill development. At first glance, the response seems only remotely 
related to the question, but it actually reveals an excellent example of how the mentor 
cultivates an environment in which maximum growth is made possible: 
It’s him being available. It’s two things: (1) his experience has been a 
resource to me, and (2) I tapped into his experience because he has been 
there. He is fifteen to twenty years ahead of me, so he has given me his 
experience and he has given me himself. The last conversation I had with 
him—his Christmas gift to me—he said into the phone, “Robert Smith 
does not have to do anything to impress me because he is already 
impressive to me.”  I started crying on the phone. So that is very personal. 
There was a time when he came to visit with me here in [my city] two 
years ago. We were standing outside the hotel, and it was one of those 
beautiful evenings here in [my city]. It was in the spring, and we were 
standing there, and he looked at me, and he goes, “On an evening like this 
on your way home from work—any given day during the week—I want 
you to pull off the side of the road, roll down your window, and if you 
listen real carefully, you will be able to hear me in [his city] cheering for 
you.” Now, I’m crying telling you this. You tell me what that means to a 
thirty-eight year old man who is pulling himself up by the boot straps 
doing the hardest thing he has ever done trying to lead a church. 
The second response was offered when Robert was asked to identify the most 
important contributions of his mentor to his professional success as a church planter. In 
this example, the role of nurturer is observed in its more practical form: 
I felt a real sense of an open hand with everything he has ever learned, 
anything he has ever done. I have just felt a real freedom to stand on his 
shoulders. He said “Robert, there is nothing new under the sun. When you 
grip the baseball bat for the first time, you need another set of hands 
wrapped around yours on the bat. Don’t be afraid to do that. When I first 
started preaching, I preached Ray Stedman. I learned how to preach by 
reading the discovery papers by Ray Stedman. I learned through 
Stedman’s eyes how to teach the Bible. When I first started preaching, 
three out of four of my points were Stedman’s points, but I began to grow, 
and eventually it was two out of four, then it was one out of four, and 
eventually, I didn’t read Stedman anymore. But I was not afraid or too 
prideful to let Stedman wrap his hands around my hands on the bat early 
on.” So, I felt a real freedom—I don’t plagiarize; don’t get me wrong—but 
if [he] says something, guess what I do. I read Stedman every week. 
The final role of mentoring is that of a care giver. Mentoring is above all a loving 
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relationship in which the mentor expresses interest and concern for the total life of the 
protégé. At the heart of this role is the mentor’s willingness to be emotionally and 
physically available to the protégé. The following excerpt provides an excellent example 
of how Robert’s mentor communicated that willingness to him: 
We had been meeting at this Marriott Courtyard where we always use to 
meet. It was either there for a muffin or we would go to Waffle House. I 
had already said goodbye, and I went into the restroom, and I’m sitting 
there on the toilet in this Marriott Courtyard, and all of a sudden, two feet 
appear at the base of the door. I thought it was [my mentor] standing there, 
and he said, “Robert, when you get over there to [the city where you’re 
planting], you are going to need someone to talk to. I want to be that guy.” 
And it was like at that point he was saying to me, ‘You are not going 
alone. I’m not going to hold your hand, but I want you to know this: I’m 
going to be your friend and I’m here for you.’ And man, I almost started 
crying. What he said was, ‘You are getting ready to go off, and you are 
going to be scared spitless, and you are not going to know what you are 
doing. But you need to know this: I’m here for you.”   
Figure 5.1 graphically illustrates the practice of mentoring by showing how the 
roles and functions work together to accomplish the goals of mentoring. This diagram, a 
revision of Figure 2.1, has been updated to reflect key insights that emerged from the 
research. First, it reveals the variety of ways that mentors in this study contributed to the 
growth and development of their protégés. Because of that diversity, it is more helpful to 
consider the broad range of possible mentoring functions than to attempt to arrive at a 
smaller list of conjunctive functions. Second, it provides a more descriptive picture of the 
mentoring roles. Unlike the functions, the roles are conjunctive in nature. Together, they 
define the broad purposes of mentoring and point to the process that is inherent in the 
mentoring relationship.  
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Figure 5.1 
Practice of Mentoring (Revised) 
 
 
 
Summary. Table 5.3 shows a revised and updated form of the conceptual 
framework. This revision reflects the modifications suggested by the findings. The 
section on mentoring types has been expanded to reflect the various ways mentoring 
relationships are initiated. The essential qualities (nature) of mentoring has been 
expanded to include the element of attraction. Finally, the practice of mentoring has been 
expanded to reflect a broader, more representative (rather than conjunctive) list of 
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mentoring functions. 
 
Table 5.3 
Conceptual Framework for Mentoring (Revised) 
 
Types of Mentoring The Nature of Mentoring The Practice of Mentoring 
 
Identity of the Mentor 
Individual(s) 
Vs. 
Group  
Degree of Involvement 
Intensive 
Vs. 
Occasional 
Life Span 
Brief 
Vs.  
Prolonged 
Established By: 
Protégé 
Mentor 
Third Party 
Formal Relationship 
 
 
 
A Loving Relationship  
Characterized By: 
• An Element of 
Attraction 
• A Whole-Life 
Orientation 
• A Focus on the Needs 
of the Protégé  
• A Flexible and Intuitive 
Process 
• A Transitional Quality 
• The Presence of 
Accountability 
• The Empowerment of 
the Protégé  
 
 
Dimensions 
of Development 
• Knowledge 
• Skills 
• Values 
 
Roles 
• Role Model 
• Care Giver 
• Nurturer 
 
Typical Functions 
• Teaching 
• Coaching 
• Encouraging 
• Counseling 
• Sponsoring 
• Befriending 
• Modeling 
• Discipline 
• Supporting 
• Directing 
 
 
 
Mentoring and Reproducing Churches 
In the early stages of the study, the primary aim was to learn something about the 
nature and practice of mentoring as understood and experienced by successful church 
planters. The study took a significant turn, however, when I decided to define “success” 
in terms of reproduction and added a fourth research question to explore the relationship 
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between mentoring and the planting of reproducing churches. My decision to do so was 
based on two factors. First, to define success in terms of church growth or church health 
measures would have resulted in a much more complex study that would have diluted the 
focus on mentoring. Second, the planting of reproducing churches is an important 
emerging value in my denomination. 
One consequence of this decision was that it significantly reduced the population 
from which to draw a sample. I had hoped that a few field experts could provide many 
candidates. As it turned out, they only provided a few, along with the names of other field 
experts who might be able to help. A “snowball effect” eventually transpired and I began 
to gather a rather large list (fifty or sixty) of potential candidates. Many of these 
candidates, however, turned out to be very difficult to pin down. They generally agreed to 
participate in the project, but getting them to commit and follow through with the 
interview proved very challenging.  
Adding to the frustration, many of the referred candidates failed to meet one or 
both of the two essential criteria of the study.7 It seems that some experts associated 
success in church planting with reproduction. In reality, many church planters who were 
billed as “multipliers” had never actually reproduced. As one expert in the field of church 
planting put it, “I know of a lot of folks who are talking about it [reproducing churches], 
but I don’t know many who are actually doing it.” 
In the end, the difficulty involved in locating the sample led to an interesting 
observation. Most of the sixteen subjects came from within church planting movements8 
identified with the help of field experts and by my own research on the Internet. These 
                                                
7 These two criteria were: (1) the subject must have planted a reproducing church, and (2) the subject 
must be able to identify at least one mentor in church planting. 
8 A “church planting movement” is distinguished by the intent to plant many churches, as opposed to 
just one.  
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movements were not born out of institutional or denominational initiatives but out of the 
vision and commitment of catalytic leaders working on the local church level. Most of 
those leaders had personally planted at least one church and had since given themselves 
to multiplying their work by investing in the lives of future church planters. That thirteen 
of the sixteen subjects named one of those leaders as a mentor was an early indication 
that a correlation between mentoring and the planting of reproducing churches might 
exist. 
A second indication emerged when fifteen of the sixteen subjects said their 
mentors directly influenced their decision to plant a reproducing church. Though these 
two findings are significant, they say nothing about the nature of the mentor’s influence 
in the matter of planting reproducing churches. Is the influence inherent in the mentoring 
relationship itself, or is it an external element peculiar to these particular mentoring 
relationships? 
One possible answer to that question is rooted in the discovery that several 
subjects said that planting a reproducing church was a clearly stated expectation of one or 
more of their mentors. In one instance, this expectation involved a signed agreement 
between the protégé and the “mothering” church. Four others indicated an equally clear 
expectation, albeit without a formal contract. If almost one-third of the subjects shared 
this information without being prompted to do so, the possibility is strong that others may 
have been mentored with a similar expectation. If true, one might conclude that a key 
factor in the relationship between mentoring and reproducing churches is not the 
mentoring relationship itself, but the external dynamic of expectation. 
Another possible explanation for the correlation can be seen in this response from 
Eric when asked if his relationship with his mentor influenced his decision to plant a 
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reproducing church: 
A son who respects his father and loves his father will do some of the 
same things that his father does. Dad loves baseball, so the kid doesn’t 
understand a thing about baseball, but he will sit on the couch and watch it 
because Dad does. I highly respected [my mentor]. He was a good friend, 
and if he was going to plant a church—which he did—it would be almost 
inevitable that I was going to plant a church. If he tried something, I tried 
it.  So he ventured out into church planting—the daughtering of 
churches—and it was only predictable that I would, within a couple of 
years, do the same thing.  Because I would watch him, watch how he did 
it, and then I would do it. 
In this instance, the key factors that contributed to the planting of a reproducing church 
were the qualities of respect and modeling. Because he respected his mentor, Eric 
followed his mentor’s example. This finding raises the possibility of a more direct 
relationship between mentoring and the planting of reproducing churches. Unlike the 
dynamic of expectation, the qualities of respect and modeling are among those typically 
associated with mentoring relationships.  
On the other hand, one could argue that while the qualities of respect and 
modeling contributed to Eric’s decision to plant a reproducing church, they were not 
directly responsible for that decision; rather, the more direct influence was the value of 
reproduction that this particular mentor happened to model. In his own words, “If he tried 
something, I tried it.” Thus, the likelihood is high that if Eric’s mentor had chosen instead 
to build a mega-church, Eric would have attempted to build a mega-church. This example 
again raises the possibility that the correlation between mentoring and planting 
reproducing churches is not inherent in the relationship, but an external component of the 
relationship—in this case, the value of reproduction. 
While for Eric, reproduction was a value that was modeled by his mentor in the 
planting of a reproducing church, another subject saw it as a more inherent quality of the 
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mentoring relationship itself. Brian explains, “I think discipleship and church 
reproduction are really the same….We are supposed to be reproducers. We are born to re-
birth. We are supposed to do that one-on-one, and we are supposed to do that as a 
church.” Significantly, Brian was one of only three subjects who did not name as one of 
his mentors a catalytic leader committed to church planting. Still, he directly associated 
his mentoring relationship with his decision to plant a reproducing church. In this case, 
then, the value of reproduction was not something that was modeled outside the 
relationship (planting a reproducing church) but something that was wrapped up in the 
relationship itself. It was this inherent quality of reproduction in the mentoring 
relationship that Brian associated with the planting of reproducing churches.  
Two other subjects hinted at a similar idea. Chris and Sam associated their 
decision to plant reproducing churches with the idea of being a “river” of God’s blessing 
rather than a “lake” of his blessing. By this, I took them to mean that a “river” church is 
one that does not hoard the resources of God, but allows them to flow into other kingdom 
works. Like the idea of reproduction, the river image is inherent in both the mentoring 
relationship and the planting of reproducing churches. Just as the mentor chooses to let 
the resources of God flow through him when he takes on a protégé, so a church lets the 
resources of God flow through it when it chooses to plant another church. 
These last two insights point to a common theological foundation that forms the 
basis of the relationship that exists between mentoring and reproducing churches. That 
foundation is the doctrine of the Trinity. In Chapter 1 we saw that the Trinity teaches that 
the essence of God is community—the loving relationship that exists between the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit. The doctrine of the Trinity also sheds light on the phenomenon of 
reproduction, as observed in creation. Creation was born not out of God’s lack or need, 
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but out of the fullness of his love. Grenz explains how this act of love in creation is 
rooted in the doctrine of the Trinity: 
As we have seen, God is love—a love manifest between the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit. The act of creation, in turn, is the “outflowing” of this 
eternal love relationship within the heart of God. Because it is created as 
an outflow of God’s own nature (love), creation exists as both the 
recipient and the mirror of God’s eternal love. (61) 
Thus, the Trinity reveals that God’s “way of being” (Zizioulas 15) involves both the 
dynamic of relationship and the phenomenon of reproduction. By nature, God’s love is 
characterized by an outward flow that results in new life.  
God’s “way of being” is clearly reflected in the life and ministry of Jesus. Just as 
in creation, Christ’s birth was the product of God’s love: “For God so loved the world 
that he gave his only Son” (John 3:16). Likewise, Christ gave himself primarily to twelve 
men when he invited them into an intimate and personal relationship with himself. Over 
the next three years, he poured his life into them by loving them, caring for their needs, 
teaching them, and training them for ministry. His call was to “be with me” (Mark 3:14), 
“to follow me” (John 1:43), and ultimately “to be like” me (Luke 6:40). At the end of his 
earthly ministry, Jesus commanded his disciples to give themselves in the making of 
other disciples (Matt. 28:18). One might argue that Jesus used this approach because it 
was strategically effective. I would argue, however, that with its emphasis on relationship 
and reproduction, discipleship reflects the nature of God as revealed in the Trinity. 
The discipline of mentoring and the phenomenon of reproducing churches also 
reflect those two qualities. In a Christian context, mentoring is a form of discipleship: one 
person pouring his or her life into another in the context of a loving relationship. 
Likewise, if discipleship reflects the relational and giving nature of God on a personal 
level, a reproducing church reflects those qualities on a corporate level. While there are 
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many approaches to church planting, the “daughtering” concept is one that is most highly 
reflective of the dynamics of relationship and reproduction. Thus, the doctrine of the 
Trinity points to an inherent relationship between mentoring and reproducing churches.  
Certainly, the correlation between mentoring and reproducing churches is not a 
direct one. Not all men and women who are mentored will plant reproducing churches. 
Nor have all planters of reproducing churches been mentored. Nevertheless, because they 
share a common nature with common values, they are highly conducive to one another. 
Thus, while mentoring is not the only way to develop planters of reproducing churches, 
the findings of this study strongly suggest that it is the most effective way to develop 
them. The mentoring relationship itself provides the protégé with an experience of the 
love and selfless giving that are inherent in the act of planting a reproducing church. In 
the words of Kraft, “There is absolutely no substitute for experience to bring one into a 
new perspective” (96). 
Summary. The subjects of this study clearly stated that they believed their 
mentoring relationships influenced their decisions to plant reproducing churches. I have 
suggested that one explanation for that influence is the inherent relationship that exists 
between the discipline of mentoring and the planting of reproducing churches. A protégé 
learns the values of loving relationship and reproduction through the love and selfless 
giving of the mentor. The mentor’s contribution to the protégé is strengthened when the 
mentor has personally planted a reproducing church. In such a case, the mentor’s 
experience provides a model and track record that breeds confidence in the protégé. 
Finally, clearly communicating the expectation that the protégé will plant a reproducing 
church also strengthens the mentor’s influence over the protégé. 
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Implications 
The findings of this study demonstrate the great value of mentoring as a means of 
preparing church planters for the task of church planting. One might suggest that the 
subjects’ high view of mentoring is rooted primarily in the fact that such a personalized 
and relational approach is more enjoyable and personally fulfilling than other means of 
preparation. While not denying that possibility, it is the high degree of success exhibited 
by these subjects that most clearly demonstrates the value of mentoring as a means to 
preparing church planters for their work. This is particularly true in regards to the 
planting of reproducing churches. 
One of the reasons that mentoring is such an attractive method for preparing 
church planters is that it mirrors the methods of training and preparation in the Bible, 
particularly as seen in the ministry of Jesus and his disciples. I have shown that this 
approach was not merely a strategically effective one, but one that reflects the nature of 
God as revealed in the Trinity. Thus, mentoring is a training method that is highly 
consistent with God’s “way of being” (Zizioulas 15). Another reason that mentoring is so 
attractive is that it reflects the qualities of adult education as described by those in the 
field of learning theory. In spite of the obvious attractions, however, mentoring continues 
to be a largely neglected discipline in the training of church planters.  
The neglect of mentoring as a primary component in the preparation of church 
planters may be due to a number of factors. One might suggest that current leaders are 
driven too much by pragmatic concerns to embrace mentoring as a primary means of 
preparing church planters. In the eyes of such leaders, the risk of moving away from 
well-established and highly efficient institutional methods of training in favor of a more 
personalized, flexible, and intuitive approach rooted in the local church might seem too 
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great. Other possible reasons for neglect may lie in ignorance (leaders are not aware that 
mentoring tends to result in a high degree of church planting success) or culturally-driven 
values that are not highly conducive to mentoring (leaders are more enamored with 
propositional and theoretical approaches to learning than relational and experiential 
approaches). Whatever the reasons, the findings of this study strongly suggest the need to 
reassess traditional means of preparing church planters that do not involve a mentoring 
component. 
The findings raise questions about the role of the seminary in preparing students 
for ministry in general and church planters in particular. Should seminaries consider ways 
of incorporating mentoring relationships in their programs? Most of the subjects in this 
study clearly perceived a greater benefit from mentoring than their theological training. 
Some, however, seemed to understand that seminary performs a different service than 
mentoring. For those subjects, seminary laid the theological and conceptual foundation 
while mentoring addressed the practical needs of the student. Thus, a genuine dilemma 
exists for the seminary.  
On one hand, expanding its vision to include a more practical component might 
dilute the seminary’s mission to lay a strong theological and conceptual foundation. On 
the other hand, one might argue that seminary is responsible for a greater mission since 
most people attend with the idea that they will leave with more than a foundation—that 
after three or four years, they will be prepared for the work of ministry. Denominations 
certainly seem to encourage such a notion.  
The findings of this study, however, strongly suggest the inadequacy of that idea, 
particularly in regards to church planting. A common mantra seemed to emerge from 
these subjects: “I don’t know how I would have done this without my mentor(s).” 
  Cowart  161   
 
Implicit in their responses was the acknowledgement that a typical seminary education is 
not alone a sufficient means of preparing pastors to be church planters. If seminaries do 
not expand their vision and mission, those who are ultimately responsible for the 
student’s preparation will need to consider ways of promoting mentoring relationships as 
an important component in a student’s overall preparation.  
This study also reveals the potential that exists in the local church as a means of 
preparing church planters for the work of starting churches. Only a local church can fully 
provide an experience of pastoral ministry and leadership. Moreover, the findings suggest 
that healthy pastors who have planted healthy churches—and even pastors who have not 
planted churches, but have a passion for church planting—are largely already equipped to 
serve as mentors. Subjects did not reveal a high need for formal instruction, but benefited 
most from the availability of the pastor/mentor and his willingness to share his life and 
experience with the protégé. Thus, most church planters and many other pastors can serve 
effectively as mentors if they are merely willing to invest in the lives and preparation of 
potential church planters. 
 It is significant that most of the subjects of this study had roots in a church 
planting movement that was largely unrelated to denominational initiatives. One might 
argue that this insight suggests that the best thing denominational leaders can do is not 
get in the way of entrepreneurial leaders. I do not agree. In each of the cases in this study, 
the story of mentoring goes back to an individual who communicated and embodied the 
values of relationship and reproduction. Why can a denominational leader not embody 
and communicate those values as well as a pastor? Leaders who do so can contribute to 
the cultivation of a culture in which mentoring relationships and a commitment to 
reproduce become the norm and not spectacular exceptions. 
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Limitations 
The limitations of this study were four-fold. First, the sample included 
representatives from only four denominations (Free Methodist, General Baptist, Southern 
Baptist, and Foursquare) and five nondenominational movements. I attempted to draw 
from others that exhibited a strong commitment to church planting but failed to do so. In 
a few cases, subjects missed appointments and could not reschedule in the time allotted 
for the research. In others, I failed to identify a contact person who could make referrals. 
Finally, some representatives were not responsive to my requests for assistance. While 
this study has value for anyone interested in the role of mentoring in the preparation of 
church planters, it would have been richer and more valuable to a larger audience if the 
sample had included church planters from a broader range of church backgrounds. 
Second, geographical and financial limitations prevented a more in-depth 
approach. Since subjects came from ten states ranging from Hawaii to New Hampshire, 
all interviews were conducted by telephone. Additionally, each subject was limited to a 
single, one-hour interview. To maximize depth, subjects received the interview questions 
in advance and were encouraged to provide thorough responses to all open-ended 
questions. Nevertheless, different levels of preparedness led to varying degrees of depth 
and thoroughness in the interviews. Thus, the findings related to open-ended questions 
reflect only what the subjects reported, not necessarily what actually occurred in the 
relationships. Furthermore, the subjects’ responses should not be viewed as exhaustive 
but reflective of the most important or most prominent aspects of their mentoring 
relationships. Such an approach reflects the nature of this study whose methodology was 
to explore various ways church planters are mentored.  
Related to the issue of depth, a third limitation was rooted in the tendency of 
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many subjects to introduce new mentors late in the interview. Due to time constraints in 
the interview, it was impossible to go back and assess how the subject would characterize 
those relationships in regards to earlier questions. Thus, some relationships were not 
reflected in some of the findings. Anticipating the difficulties that might be involved in 
exploring multiple relationships, I considered asking subjects to refer only to their most 
important mentor in church planting. In the final analysis, however, I concluded that the 
possibilities involved in learning from multiple relationships were greater than the 
problems such an approach presented. 
A final limitation was the absence of women from the sample. This omission was 
not by design but resulted from the inability to locate women who had been mentored and 
had planted at least one reproducing church. While many of the findings of this study 
would likely apply to mentoring relationships between women or between men and 
women, a study that included women would almost certainly have revealed further 
insights that are distinctive to those types of mentoring relationships. 
Suggestions for Further Study 
The findings of this study provided a relatively broad picture of what mentoring 
relationships look like in the context of church planting. Further study might contribute to 
a deeper and more precise understanding of such relationships through narrower and 
more thorough studies. For example, significant insights might emerge from an in-depth 
case study of a specific church planting movement that is rooted in a local church. One 
might also choose to identify and study a single denomination in which a high degree of 
success has been achieved in the daughtering of churches. Such a study might reveal 
specific factors that contribute to the development a widespread culture that is conducive 
to the planting of reproducing churches.  
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Gaining the perspectives of mentors and comparing them to the findings of this 
study would also contribute to our understanding of mentoring relationships. The findings 
of this study reflect the perception of reality from the perspective of the protégé only. 
Gaining the mentor’s perspective might significantly change our understanding of what 
took place in the mentoring relationships. For example, what appeared to be intuitive and 
unstructured to the protégé might have been much more intentional and structured from 
the perspective of the mentor.  
Finally, each of the relationships in this study was characterized by the subjects as 
positive in nature. While this fact contributes to an understanding of what constitutes a 
successful mentoring relationship, such an understanding might be enhanced by the 
comparison of positive and negative mentoring experiences. Such a comparison might 
lead to a greater understanding of the challenges and potential problems inherent in 
mentoring relationships. If those who would be mentors are to have the greatest impact 
on their protégés, they will need to understand not only how to cultivate positive 
dynamics but also how to work through negative dynamics. 
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Appendix A 
Letter to Field Experts 
 
Date ________ 
 
 
 
 
Dear ________, 
 
     Hi, my name is Keith Cowart, and I am a Free Methodist Pastor currently working 
toward the completion of my Doctor of Ministry Degree in the Beeson Pastor Program of 
Asbury Seminary. For my dissertation project, I am exploring the role of mentoring in the 
training of church planters. At the request of my denominational officials, I am looking in 
particular for church planters who have planted reproducing churches. Thus, I would like 
to identify and interview up to thirty church planters who meet the following two criteria:  
 
1) They must be able to identify an individual mentor or a mentoring group with whom they 
have had a personal relationship. Passive mentoring that occurs only by means of books, 
conferences, or seminars is not sufficient for the purpose of this study. 
2) They must have planted at least one reproducing church.   
     I am requesting your help because of your expertise in the fields of church planting and 
mentoring. If you would be willing to assist me, you can help in two ways. First, I would like to 
ask you to recommend prospective interview subjects who meet the criteria and might be 
interested in participating in the research. Second, I would like to ask you to recommend other 
experts in the field who might be able to help in the identification of prospective subjects.  
     In a few days, I will follow this letter with an e-mail or phone call. If you are willing to 
participate in the project, I will inform you of the referral process at that time. If you are unable to 
participate, you may inform me of your decision at that time.  
     Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. 
In Him, 
 
 
Keith Cowart 
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Appendix B 
Sample E-Mail Sent to Referred Candidates 
 
Hi Bill,  
My name is Keith Cowart and I am conducting research toward the fulfillment of my 
doctoral degree at Asbury Seminary. Bob Logan gave me your name as a potential 
candidate for the research. I am researching the role of mentoring in the 
preparation/training of church planters who have started reproducing churches. You are 
one of a relatively small number of qualified candidates. I would like to include you in 
the research. Your participation will involve a single phone interview with me that will 
last no longer than one hour.  
  
If you're willing to participate, just respond to this e-mail and include a phone number 
where you can be reached (please also indicate where I will be calling so I can coordinate 
the time). When I call, I will explain the research more fully and answer any questions 
you may have. At that time, we will also set up an appointment for the phone interview. 
Hope to hear from you soon. 
  
God bless, 
Keith Cowart 
706-565-7240 
ccc@fiac.net     
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Appendix C 
Cover Letter to Prospective Subjects 
 
 
 
 
Hi, my name is Keith Cowart and I am a church planter with the Free Methodist Church in 
Columbus, Georgia. I am currently working toward the completion of my Doctor of Ministry 
degree at Asbury Seminary. Your name was given to me by _____________________ as a 
possible candidate for this research.  
 
What is the purpose of this study? 
The purpose of this study is to explore the variety of ways that pastors are mentored for the 
purpose of church planting.  I am particularly interested in studying the mentoring relationships 
of pastors who have planted reproducing churches. The aim is to gain a better understanding of 
the mentoring process and how that process might be employed in the development of more 
effective church planters.  
 
What is your part in this study? 
You have been identified as a candidate for this study because of your success as a church 
planter who has started a reproducing church. I would like to conduct an interview with you by 
phone to explore the nature of your relationship(s) with those whom you consider to be your 
mentor(s). The length of the interview will not exceed 1 hour. For the purposes of this study, I 
have defined a mentor as any individual/group who/that has played a direct role in your 
preparation for planting a new church. The only criteria is that you must have had a personal 
relationship with this individual or group.  
 
If you choose to participate in the study, you will need to do three things: 
1. Read and sign the consent form. 
2. Fill out the background questionnaire, including your preferences for the day and 
time your interview will be conducted. 
3. Return both to me via the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope. 
 
After I receive your background questionnaire, I will call to schedule your interview. 
Approximately 10 days prior to the interview I will send you a copy of the scheduled questions to 
help you prepare for it. The information you share will remain confidential and will be used only 
for the purposes of data analysis. Your identity will also remain confidential and will not appear 
in any form in the resulting report.  
 
As a fellow church planter, I deeply appreciate the work you are doing. I believe your 
participation in this project will result in a better understanding of the best ways to prepare church 
planters for this important kingdom work. Thank you for your help. 
 
In Him, 
 
 
Keith Cowart 
MENTORING RESEARCH PROJECT FOR CHURCH PLANTERS 
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Appendix D 
Consent Form and Background Questionnaire 
 
 
 
 
 I, ___________________, give my consent to be interviewed by Keith Cowart. I 
understand there is no risk to me and that all my responses will be kept completely confidential. I 
have the right to withdraw from this study at any time. The study is being conducted by: Rev. 
Keith Cowart from Columbus, GA. Home address: 708 Robin’s Nest Ct., Columbus, GA 31906. 
Phone: (706) 565-7240. E-mail: ccc@fiac.net. The director of the Doctor of Ministry Program at 
Asbury Theological Seminary is Dr. Tom Tumblin. He may be contacted by phone at (859) 858-
3581.  
 I have read the above information and agree to participate in the study. 
 
Signature: _________________________ Date: ____________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
• My name: ________________________________________________ 
• Name of church: ___________________________________________ 
• Telephone: _________________  E-mail: _______________________ 
• Number of years in vocational ministry _________________________ 
• Denominational or church affiliation:___________________________ 
• Number of churches you have planted:__________________________ 
• Number of churches planted by those churches: __________________ 
• Number of years in your current church: ________________________ 
• Highest level of education:  H.S.   Coll. or Bible School   Seminary   Post-Seminary 
 
 
 
 
I prefer to be interviewed the week of:   Oct. 15-19   Oct. 22-26   Nov. 5-9   Nov. 12-16 
Preferred day(s): ___________________________ 
Preferred time(s): __________________________ 
CONSENT FORM 
BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 
INTERVIEW PREFERENCES 
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Appendix E 
Interview Questions 
Introduction: The term “mentor” has become a difficult term to define. Some 
hold to a very narrow definition that eliminates all but the most intense forms of helping 
relationships. Others include under the general heading of mentoring almost every kind 
of helping relationship. For the purposes of this study, we are allowing for a rather broad 
definition of mentoring that would include everything from intensive internships to 
regional coaches to small groups of pastors who meet for the purpose of helping one 
another in church planting. The only condition is that you must have had a personal 
relationship with your mentor(s). Passive mentoring that occurs through books, tapes, 
seminars, or the like does not meet the criteria for this study.  
Multiple mentors are not a problem. Many church planters point to several  
individuals who have shaped their lives and ministry. However, we would like you to 
limit your responses to those mentoring relationships that most directly prepared you for 
life as a church planter.  
The following questions are meant to be a general guide for the interview. The 
actual interview will not follow this list precisely, but will clearly emerge from it. Finally, 
our purpose in this study is to discover as much as possible about the nature and practice 
of mentoring in the field of church planting. Please respond as thoroughly as possible to 
all open-ended questions. 
1) I’d like to begin by asking you to briefly share with me the journey that led to your 
decision to plant a new church. 
2) Who are the individuals or groups that you would identify as your mentors in church 
planting? 
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a) How was the relationship(s) established? 
b) How often did you meet with your mentor(s)? 
c) How long did the relationship(s) last?  
d) How would you characterize your current relationship with your mentor(s)? 
3) Now I would like to ask several questions about the nature of your relationship with 
your mentor(s). 
a) Would you say it was (a) very warm and personal, (b) somewhat warm and 
personal, (c) not very warm or personal?  
b) In what ways, if any, did your mentor(s) show concern for you as a person, 
apart from your professional development? 
c) Would you describe your meetings with your mentor(s) as (a) formal and 
structured, (b) informal and flexible, or (c) a balance of the two? 
d) How was the agenda for your time together determined?  
e) In what ways did your mentor(s) help you formulate your vision for your 
new church? 
f) Was there any element of accountability in your relationship with your 
mentor(s)? If so, what did that look like? 
g) What role did your mentor(s) play in opening the door for you to plant your 
church? 
4) I’d like to move now to some of the more practical aspects of the mentoring 
relationship. 
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a) What are the practical ways your mentor(s) helped increase your knowledge 
of pastoral ministry and church planting in particular? By knowledge, I 
mean your conceptual or theoretical understanding of pastoral ministry and 
church planting. 
b) What ministry skills did your mentor(s) help you develop? 
i.  How did he or she go about developing those skills? 
c) How did your mentor(s) impact the development of your character and 
values?  
5) Now, I would like to ask you several general questions about the overall impact of 
your mentoring relationship(s) on your life and ministry. First, I would like to explore 
the most important contributions of your mentor in three areas: your spiritual growth, 
your success as a church planter, and you development as a person (character, 
values).  
a) In terms of your spiritual growth, what were the most important 
contributions of your mentor(s)? 
b) In terms of your success as a church planter, what were the most important 
contributions of your mentor(s)? 
c) In terms of your development as a person, what were the most important 
contributions of your mentor(s)? 
d) How would you characterize the overall relationship(s) with your 
mentor(s)?     (a) very beneficial, (b) beneficial, (c) not very beneficial, (d) 
detrimental. 
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e) Relative to other forms of training/education you received, how would you 
characterize the relative value of your mentoring relationship(s)? (a) it was 
the most valuable component of my preparation, (b) it was about equal in 
value to other forms of training, (c) it was less valuable than other forms of 
training.  
f) Would you say that your mentoring relationship(s) impacted your decision 
to plant a reproducing church? If so, how? 
g) Is there anything about your mentoring relationship(s) that you regret?  
6) Now, to wrap up, I’d like to ask you three last questions: 
a) How would you describe the current health of your church (please share 
specific signs of health or non-health)? 
b) How would you describe the current health of the church(es) that were 
birthed by your church? 
c) Is there anything else you would like to add about the impact of your 
mentoring relationship(s) on your preparation as a church planter? 
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